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PREFACE 


This book is intended primarily for die undergraduate student in 
philosophy who wishes to familiarize himself with the development 
of philosophical ideas in the United States. It is meant to be a first 
orientation and an introduction to the thoughts of America’s greatest 
thinkers and should not be regarded as a substitute for the original 
writings of the men discussed. Nevertheless an attempt has been 
made to present the philosophical ideas of each writer in as complete 
a manner as possible and in close adherence to bis own formulations. 
This method of approach has led to an emphasis on systematic unity 
even in the case of a few thinkers whose writings, on first reading, 
seem to stress variety of ideas rather tlian integration. Care has 
been taken, however, to eliminate personal bias and to present sys- 
tematic integrations only to the extent to which they could be justi- 
fied on the basis of the works examined. Moreover, all critical 
remarks pertaining to particular philosophical systems are the reac- 
tions of contemporaries of the philosopher himself, as found in the 
professional literature, rather than a reflection of the personal views 
of the author of this book. 

An attempt has been made to viev# the development of American 
philosophy against a general cultural background which includes such 
diverse ideas as Puritanism and Deism, and which has found expres- 
sion in Transcendentalism and the Gospel of Wealth. It is hoped 
that this interrelation of philosophy and American culture in general, 
inadequately stated though it must necessarily be in the pages which 
follow, will throw into better perspectiye the problems to which 
American philosophers at all times have tried to find an answer. 
Whenever possible the general growth of philosophical ideas in 
America has been traced by following the development of these ideas 
in the periodical literature of the time or in the successive books of 
the au^or in question. The chapters on Neo-Realism and Critical 
Realism in particular, revealit^ as fliey do the dialectic of philo- 
sophical polemics, are intended to give the student a concrete con- 
ception of how philosophical ideas arise and how, in time, they are 
transformed or superseded by radically different views. It is hoped 
that these chapters will lead to a better understanding of philosophical 
enterprise in general. 
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Vi PREFACE 

American philosophy in the technical sense, which came into its 
own only after the War o£ Secession, derived its inspirattoft from 
German idealism. It received new impetus and direction from the 
impact of Darwin’s theory of e\'oIiition upon traditional doctrines 
and, as Pragmatism and Realism, was finally channeled into spe- 
cifically American movements. In this development of American 
philosophy the soil was being prepared for modern Empiricism and 
Positivism. At the beginning of the Second World War, the new 
tendencies had become dominant and, in a fundamental sense, a dis- 
tinct period in American philosopliy had drawn to a close. In the 
past, and despite their divergent points of view, American philos- 
ophers in general have shared a deep faith in metapliysics as the very 
core of philosophy. In contemporary thought this faith no longer 
dominates. On the contrary, antimetaphysical tendencies now pre- 
vail in most philosophical discussions. This is not to say that there 
is at present no interest in metaphysics in the United States, for there 
is. In recent years evm a Heview of Metaphysics has been added to 
the list of professional journals. But the most stimulating and most 
significant discussions are now carried on essentially on a nonmeta- 
physical level and, most often, with a distinctly antimetapbysical bias. 

The chapters which follow deal for the most part with this period 
between the War of Secession and the Second World War — ^the 
period during which metaphysical interests were still preeminent. 
The chapters of Part 1, however, contain essentially only background 
material, whereas the last chapter, entitled “Epilogue,’' outlines very 
briefly the tendencies of American philosophical thought of the im- 
mediate present, The book as a whole, therefore, presents a more or 
less rounded-out picture of American philosophy from its inception 
to its present period of transition. It is meant to emphasize the com- 
pletion of a period, without, however, denying a fundamental con- 
tinuity of interests and of directives which link the present to the past. 

The amount of material which deserved consideration for inclu- 
sion in this history is tremendous. It has been impossible to make 
use of it all. A selection of systems and ideas had to be made, and 
this selection was bound to be arbitrary in some respects. The wis- 
dom of ultimate dtoice may in some cases be questioned, for thinkers 
have been omitted who, from some points of view, deserved promi- 
nent representation; whereas ideas have been discussed at some 
length which, from other poitits of view, might not have deserved 
sudt complete tr^tment. Since omissions wierfe inevitable, however, 
a'dioice had to bb made: and it had to be made in a manner which, 
in the author’s opinion, was most suitable ’for the conception of the 
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book as a whole. This was his responsibility, and he alone must bear 
whatever consequences this responsibility entails. He can only hope 
that he has succeeded in reducing areas of possible dispute to a 
minimum. 

W. H. W. 

Lincoln, Nebraska 
Marcli25, 1949 




ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 


For pennission, graciously and freely given, to quote from their 

books and periodicals the author is deeply grateful to the following 

publishers and editors : 

Abingdon*Cokesbury Press, New York and Nashviltc, publishers of E, S. 
Bngbtfnan, Reliffious Values, copyright 1925; The Probletn of God, copy- 
right 1930; The Pmdtng of God, copyright 1931 ; Personality and Religion, 
copyright 1934; and of A, C Knudson, The Philosophy of Personalism, 
copyright 1927. 

University of California Press, Berkeley, publishers of J. \V. Buckham and 
G. M. Stratton, George Holmes HovAson, copyright 1934. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, England, publishers of A. N. White- 
head, i4n Inquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge, copy- 
right 1919. 

University of Cliicago Press, Chicago, publishers of J. Dewey, Theory of 
Vatualion, International Encyclopedia for Unified Science, copyright 1939; 
and G. H, Mead, Movements of Thought m the Nineteenth Century, 
copyright 1936; The Philosophy of the Act, copyright 1938. 

Columbia University Press, New York, publishers of H. W. Schneider, 
A History of American Philosophy, copyright 1946, 

John Day Company, New York, publishers of S. Hook, John Dewey, An In- 
telleclml Portrait, copyright by Sidney Hook 1939. 

Harcourt, Brace and Company, Inc., New York, publishers of V. L. Farring- 
ton, Main Currents in American Thought, copyright 1927, 1930, 

Harper and Brothers, New York, publishers of B. P« Bowne, Metaphysics, 
copyright \9IS2; Philosophy of Theistn, copyright 1887; Theory of Thought 
and Knowledge, copyright 1897* 

Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass., publishers of Ch, Hartshorne 
and P. Weiss, Collected Papers of Charles Saunders Peirce, copyright 
1931-1935. 

Henry Holt and Company, Inc., New York, publishers of J. Dewey, The In- 
fluence of Darwin on Philosophy, copyright 1910; Creative Intelligence, 
copyright 1917; Human Nolure and Conduct, copyright 1922; and of 
E, G. Spaulding, The New Raiionalistn, copyright 1918. 

Houghton MifHin Company, Boston, publishers of The Complete Works of 
Emerson, copyright 1903-1904; and of B. P. Bowne, Personalism: Com- 
mon Sense and Philosophy, copyright 1908. 

The Editors of The Journ<A of Philosophy, Columbia University, New York. 

Longmans, Green and Company, Inc., New York, publishers of W. James, 
Will to Believe, copyright 1^7. 

ix 



acknowledgments 

The Macmillati Campany, New York, for all the quotations from H. W. 
Faulkner. The Quest for Social Justice, copyright, 1931, The Macmillan 
Company; from J. E. Creighton, Studies in Speculative Philosophy, copy- 
right, 1925, The M.icmillan Corap<iny; from D. Drake and others. Essays 
in Critical Realism, copyright, 1920. The Macmillan Company; from 
B. T, Flewelling, Creative Personality, copyright, 1926, The Macmillan 
Company; from E. B, Hdt and others. The New Realism, copyright, 
1912, The Macmillan Company; from J. B. Pratt, Personal Realim, 
copyright, 1937, The Macmillan Company; from J. Royce, Problem of 
ChrMiiantiy, coj^right, 1913, The Macmillan Company; from J. Royce, 
PhSosopby of Loyalty, copyright, 1918, The Macmillan Company; from 
R. \V. Sellars, The Philosofdty of Physical Realism, copyright, 1932, The 
3facmlllan Company; from A, N. Whitehead, Symbolism, copyright, 
1927, The Macmillan Company; from A. N> Whitehead, Process and 
Reality, copyright, 1929, The Macmillan Company; from A. N. White- 
head, Adventures of Ideas, copyright, 1933, ilie Macmillan Company; 
from A. N. Whitehead, Modes of Thought, copyright, 1938, The Mac- 
mitian Company, 

Open Court t^blishing Company, 1-aSalle, III., publishers of J. Dewey, 
Experience and Nature, copyright 1925; of A. O. Lovejoy, The Revolt 
Against Dualism, copyrfeht 1930; and of G. H, Mead, The Philosophy of 
the Present, copyright 1932. 

Oxford University Press, New York, publishers of H. B. Alexander, God 
and Man's Destiny, copyright 1936. 

The Editors of The Philosophical Review, Cornell University, Ithaca, New 
York, 

Princeton University Press, Princeton, N, J., publishers of A. N, Whitdiead, 
The Function of Reason, copyright 1929, 

Paul R. Reynolds and Son, New York, publishers of W. James, The Varieties 
of Religious Experience, copyright 1902; Pragtnatistn, copyright 1907; 
The Memittg of Truth, copyright 1909; A PUtralisUe Uuiuerse, copyright 
1909; Essays hi Radical Empiricism, copyright 1912, 

Charles Scribner's Sons, New York, publishers of G. Santayana, The Life of 
Reason, copyright 1905-1906; The Realms of Being: Scepticism and Ani- 
mal Faith, copyright 1923; The Realm of Essence, copyright 1927; The 
Realm o/ 3f oiler, copyright 1930; The Realm of Tml/i, copyright 1938; 
The Realm of SpirU, copyright 1940. 

The Viking Press, Inc., New Yoric, publishers of T. Veblen, The Theory of 
the Leisure Class, copyright 193L 

Yale University Press, New Haven, Conn., puMisbers of W, E. Hodcing, 
The Meaning of God in Jfmnan Experience, copyright 1912; Humtm 
Nature and Its Remaking, copyright. 1918; Af«i and the State, copyright 
1926; Lasfhtg Elements of tndtvidualism, copyright 1940. 



CONTENTS 

PART I 

The Cultukai. Background of American Philosophy 

CHAPTER PAGE 

Introduction . . 3 

1 Puritanism 1 

1. The Colonial Background 1 

2. Puritan Doctrine 10 

3. Puritanism in Decay 18 

2 From Colonies to Statehood 23 

1. New Influences in Colonial America ..... 23 

2. Political Philosophy During the Period of the American 

Revolution 25 

3. Deism in America 31 

3 Transcendbntausu in New England 38 

1. New Interests in America .38 

2. The General Character of Transcendentalism ... 41 

3. The Philosophy of Emerson 44 

4 New Forces at Work 54 

1. A General Orientation 54 

2. Special Conditions at St. Louis — Brokineyer ... 56 

3. The War of Secession and Its Aftermath .... 60 

4. New Cultural Interests ........ 63 

PART II 

The New Philosophy 
Zcc%\on A: The Early Idealists 

5 The St. Louis Movement 73 

,1. Journal of Speculaiwc Philosophy ...... 73 

2. The Philosophy of W. T. Harris ...... 74 

xi 



CONTENTS 


xii 


CI(AFTF.& 

6 EvOLUTlOtf A.VD THE ReLICIOOS CONTROVERSIES , . , , 80 

1. The Impact of Darwin's Theory 80 

2. Hitchcock, McCosh, and Bascom 84 

3. The Cosmic Philosophy of John Fiske 95 

7 Tiie Persokalisu op Bowne 103 

1. The Self as Basis of Knowledge 103 

2. How the Self Attains Knowledge 105 

3. Categories of Knowledge ........ 106 

4. Self'Active Person as Category ...... 109 

5. Bowne’s Metaphysics — Personalism . . . . .Ill 

6. Arguments for Tills Position 113 

7. God 116 

8. Summary of Bowne's Position 118 

8 The Plukalistic Personalism of Howison .... 122 

1. Background and Beginnings 122 

2. Problems of Pantheism 123 

3. Evolution 125 

4. Freedom 127 

5. Men and God 128 

6. Evil ,130 

7. Summary 130 

9 The Absolutism OF JosiarRotcb 133 

1. General Orientation 133 

2. Error and the Idea of God , ,134 

3. Critical Remarks 138 

4. The Problem of Evil 140 

5. Shift in Emphasis 143 

6. Being->the Problem of the Real 144 

7. The Nature of an Idea 144 

8. Idea and Being 145 

9. The ''Other" 147 

10. Truth and Error 148 

11. Truth and Being 149 

12. Monism Versus Pluralism , • . . . > . . , .152 

13. Critical Reactions 154 

14. Augmentation of Royce's Argument 156 

15. Self and the Problem of Freedom 157 

16. Criticisni Continued ... . . ... , , 158 



CONTENTS 


xiti 


CRAFTBH FACE 

17. New Interests and the Emergence of a New System . .159 

18. Loyalty to Loyalty 161 

19. Criticism of the New Doctrine 163 

20. The Beloved Community 164^ 

21. Final Comments 168 

Section B: The Early Pragmatistt 

10 The Pbagmatism of Peibcb . 171 

1. General Orientation 171 

2. Epistemology 175 

3. Logic 182 

4. Metaphysics 190 

5. Ethics 197 

6. Pragmatism 199 

11 The Pragmatic Pluralism of William James . . . 204 

1. Introduction 204 

2. Religious Experience 206 

3. The Will to Believe 210 

4. Empiricism . 213 

5. Pragmatism 215 

6. Truth 218 

7. Cognition 221 

8. Radical Empiricism 227 

9. A Pluralistic Universe 233 

10. Peirce and James 235 

Section C: Interpretations of Cnhttre 

12 The Gospel op Wealth 241 

1. General Orientation ......... 241 

2. The Philosophy of Andrew Carnegie 245 

3. Henry George 250 

4. Thorstein Veblcn 252 

13 Sahtayaha ahd the Life of Reason 262 

1. Introduction 262 

2. Reason in Common Sense 264 

3. Reason in Society 269 

4. Reason in Religion ' . . . . 273 



CONTENTS 

CllAPTEB 

5. KcasoninArt 

6 , Reason in Science . . • • 


PAGE 

279 

281 


SfcJtoa D: Later Ueditts 

14 Cbeiciitos,Hockimg,akd Alexander 289 

1. Creighton’s '‘Speculative Wealisw” 289 

2. Hocking’s “Jndividuaiistic IileaHsm” ..... 293 

3. Alexander’s "Aesthetic Idealism" 307 

15 Recent Peesomamsm • 317 

1. Introductory Remarks 317 

2. Ralph Tyler FlewelHng 318 

3. The Theistic Personalism of Knudson ..... 324 

4. A Pl^form for Personalists ....... 326 

5. Brightman's Doctrine of a Finite God 328 

6. Personaiistn and the Problem of Evil 336 

16 Tub Pmilosophv op Alpked North Whitehead . . . 343 

1. Whitehead’s Early Epistemology 344 

2. Introduction to a Broader Theory of Knowledge . . 349 

3. Whitehead's Theory of Knowledge 351 

4. Whitehead's View of the World 361 


Section E: The Realistic Interlude 

17 Neo-Reaueu 369 

1. Preliminary Remarks 369 

2. The Genesis of Realism 372 

3. Developmoit of the Realistic Thesis 374 

4. Emergence of Neo-Realism 376 

5. Formulation of the New Position 378 

6. Challenge to Monistic Realism 380 

7. Further Clarification of Realism— The Ego-Centric 

Predicament 382 

8. Critical Reaction 385 

9. The “Platform of Six Realists" 388 

10. Evaluation of the "Piatform" 389 

11. Further Criticisms . , 391 

12. An Evaluation of die Doctrine of External Relations 395 

13. The Problem of Errof_^ 397, 

14. iProbieml^ ol rercept^ Experience 399 



CONTENTS 


XV 


CHAPTER PACE 

15. The Nature of Consciousnus ....... ^2 

16. Moni^'ahd Subjectivism 404 

17. The New Realism 406 

18. The Problem of Truth and Error 411 

19. Illusory Experience in a Realistic World .... 414_ 

26 ." Final CrVcisni .417 

21. Spaulding’s New Rationalism 424 

22. Criticism of Spaulding’s Position 433 

18 QtmcAL Realism 437 

1. The Genesis of Critical Realism 437 

2. Dualistic Realism Emerges ....... 441 

3. The Problem of Truth 445 

4. Roy Wood Sellars and the First Systematic Presentation 

of Critical Realism 446 

5. Cognitive Dualism 453 

6. The Relation of Object to Subject ...... 455 

7. Perception and Its Function in the Knowledge Relation 459 

8. Dissension Among Critical Realists 460 

9. Essays in Critical Realism 462 

10. Critical Reaction 466 

11. Realists Defend Their Position 475 

12. The Revolt Against Dualism 478 

13. A Final Evaluation . 482 

14. Sellars’s "Physical Realism" 486 

15. Pratt’s "Personal Realism" 494 

16. Santayana's "Realms of Being” 502 

17. Boodin’s “Cosmic Evolution" 512 

Seemn F: The Later Pragmatists 

19 Mead's Philosophy of the Act 521 

1. General Orientation 521 

2. Mead’s Pragmatism 524 

3. The Problem of Society and of the Self S25 

4. Philosophy of the Present . 529 

5. Philosophy of the Act 333 

20 The Experimentaltsu of John Dewey 541 

1. General Characterization 541 

2. Experience and Empirical Method 544 



CONTENTS 


*vi 


ciiAnsJi PACE 

3. Experience and the Objects of Science 548 

4. Dewey’s “Tcmpomljstn" S50 

5. Dewey's "Practicatisin" 552 

6. The Efficacy of Intelligence 556 

T. Philosophy as Valuation 558 


EpiucxnJB 


21 CoBSEKT Tendencies 565 

1. Logical Empiricism 565 

2. Naturalism 575 

3. Humanism 579 

Index op Names ............ 585 

Subject Index 591 



PART I 


THE CULTURAL BACKGROUND OF 
AMERICAN PHILOSOPHY 




INTRODUCTION 


Wherever man has been confronted with tlie perplexing problems 
of life, tliere he has also tried to understand and Im attempted to 
integrate his variegated experiences into a comprehensive world view 
whicli might enable him to meet with calmness the vicissitudes oi 
his troubled existence. Time and again he has felt compelled to 
"think through” the vital issues of his day, the meaning and signifi- 
cance of his hopes and his failures, and to trace the implications and 
presuppositions of his enterprises to their ultimate ramifications in 
some "cosmic reality,” in some "substance” or "cause” of all which ts. 
To this extent at least, and in this sense, man everywhere has become 
a philosopher — and in America no less than in Eurojie or the Far 
East. 

Whether we study the books and the sermons of the "divines” 
of Puritan New England, or the political tracts and speeches of the 
intellectual instigators and champions of the American Revolution, 
or the agitated harangues of the leaders of the Populist Movement, 
the evidence is the same. Thoughts and ideas and arguments of 
philosophical import liave played their part in shaping and directing 
the course of American history from its beginninj^. 

Notwithstanding this fact, however, there is some justification 
for De Tocqueville's charge (1835) that in no part of the civilised 
world was less attention paid to philosophy, in the technical sense, 
than in the United States. And Morris Cohen is not far from the 
truth when he says that "American phttosophy before the Civil War 
produced not a single original philosophical work of commanding 
importance”; that “to the modern reader it is all an arid desert of 
commonplace opinion covered with the dust of pedantic language.”^ 

It is true also, as Herbert Schneider points out, that “American 
philosophy has continually been given new life and new directions by 
waves of immigration,” and that “we still live intellectually on the 
fringe of European culture.”* In a broad sense it is obvious that it 
should be so; for our own culture is deqily rooted in the whole of 
Western civilization. The great achievements of European thinkers 


1 Cobeiit M., "A Brief Sketch of the l^tcr Philosophy," in The Cambridge ffietory 
of American LUttaiure^ Hit 229, 

a Schneider, H. W., A HUiory of American Philosophy ^ , \ii, viil 

3 



4 PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA 

from the time of Thales to our own day are therefore but our com- 
mon heritage. Western culture — or what is left of it — ’is unthinkable 
witliout the inspiring syntheses or the penetrating analyses of Plato 
and Aristotle, of Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, of Francis Bacon, 
of Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibnitz, of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, 
of Kousseau, of Kant and Hegel, of Darwin, Lotze, and Bergson — ^to 
name only a few of the outstanding men ; and American philosophy is 
unthinkable apart from the general pattern of Western culture. 
American philosophy, however, has also received impetus from 
European thinkers in a much more direct way. Modern value theory, 
phenomenology, existentialism, and logical positivism, for example, 
were first conceived abroad and are, in tlieir initial formulations, 
recent importations from Europe. 

American philosophy, nevertheless, has attained intellectual stat- 
ure and critical maturity to such a degree that it can in no way be 
regarded as a mere by-product or an “afterglow” of the cultural life 
of Europe. American thinkers accept by no means blindly or un- 
critically all importations from abroad. On the contrary, the im- 
ported ideas arc constantly scrutinized, reinterpreted, and adapted 
to the sijccific problems which arise under our own mode of living, 
They liecome Americanized in the sense that they are incorporated 
in, and modified by, our own cultural tradition. American philos- 
ophy, therefore, despite its manifold relations to the thought-world 
of Europe, possesses a character all its own. It follows primarily 
the course prescribed by its own dialectic and by the forces latent 
within itself. It has developed its own “schools” and "movements,” 
and it displays its own specific “tendencies” and “lines of develop- 
ment.” And only if we study closely the divergent possibilities in- 
herent in American philosophy, and its own inner dynamics, can 
we fully comprehend its significance. 

The proof for this contention, it is hoped, will be forthcoming as 
the history of philosophical ideas in America unfolds before us in die 
chapters which follow. 

It will readily be admitted that philosophy in the technical sense, 
and as we mvf conceive it, did not exist in the earlier period of 
merican history. It got its start only after the waves of unrest 
following the War of Secession began to subside. It achieved its 
first great success during the last two decades of the nineteenth cen- 
tury and has come to fruition only during tlie last fifty years. In 
cwpariMii with this modem and technical philosophy, all earlier 
pha^ of American philosophic thought seem puerile indeed. Tliey 
are haphazard and incomplete and lack that balance and incisiveness 
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which modern science has contributed to the philosophical temper of 
our own time. Their “truths” no longer satisfy present-day require- 
ments of analysis and verification, and their “proofs” and “demon- 
strations" arc no longer persuasive or cogent. The presuppositions 
of these older philosophies are no longer acceptable to men who are 
imbued with the spirit of science. 

The "new temper" of recent American philosophy, together with 
its increasing independence from European tradition and unquestion- 
able stature and maturity as intellectual achievement, warrants, if it 
does not necessitate, the special emphasis which will be placed in this 
book iqion the philosophy of the last eighty years. 

Very few connections relate this inodcrn philosophy to the vari- 
ous American “schools” of the early periixl,® It is the direct con- 
tinuation of none. Its roots, of course, are deeply planted in the 
general culture and tradition of America; but in every other rc.spect, 
and despite its European derivations, the American philosophy which 
has come into existence since the War of Secession is a new begin- 
ning, a new venture in the intcUcctual life of the United States. And 
it deserves recognition as such. 

The background of this new philosophical venture is, naturally, 
tlie whole of American culture as it has slowly de^'cloped since the 
days of the Pilgrim Fathers. 

The factors and forces which have woven the pattern of this back- 
ground in the course of time are numerous and varied, and among 
them are the philosophical “schools” of the past and the problems 
which these "schools" meant to solve — ^vital and significant problems 
of the day. What Americans have thought is therefore inseparable 
from what they have done; and what they are doing and thinking 
today is inseparable from what their fathers and ff)refathers have 
thought and done before them. It is impossible to escape this cultural 
heritage. Hence, if we desire to understand American philosophy 
in its relation to the whole of American culture, we must consider 
also, and in their historical settings, some of the prominent aspects 
of American life, and we must observe what influence phitoso{^ical 
thinking and thoughtful reflection have had upon them, and how, in 
turn, they have affected American thinking. In the pages which 
follow, an attempt will therefore be made to indicate at least this 
interaction of cultural background and philosophical thought. 

Part I of the book provides a glimpse at the philosophical "schools” 
and doctrines developed during the earlier phases of our history, 

A For a oomprehenaive study of these '‘schools'^ see Riley, I. W., American PhUos^ 
ephy: The Barly Sehoets. See also Schneider, op, ci$. 
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pointing up in particular certain aspects of American intellectual life 
which, as part of our cultural heritage, constitute a major premise 
for the cultural life of our own time. 

The second, and major, part of the book presents a detailed dis- 
cussion of American philosophy since the War of Secession, bringing 
the history of this philosophy up to the end of the year 1948 , and 
emphasizing the dynamics of inner development rather than the 
static condition of completed systems. It is hoped that in this way 
the student of American philosophy will be properly Introduced to 
the process of critical polemics which is the essence of philosophical 
growth. 



Chapter 1 
PURITANISM 
1. The Colonial Background 

It was inevitable that the Mew World which Columbus had dis- 
covered should attract the attention of European nations and should 
become the object of their imperialistic ventures. The Spaniards 
were the first to set foot upon the virgin continent. Their conquest 
of the Indians of Central America brought power and prestige to 
Spain — even though for only a short time — and produced dreams of 
fabulous riches ail over Europe. The Portuguese, in one great effort, 
conquered Brazil, although they were not strong enough to hold it. 
The French laid the foundations of a French-Canadian state but 
lacked the population surplus necessary for ultimate success in col- 
onizing the vast territory. The enterprising Dutch founded a New 
Nedierlands along the Hudson River, only to lose it to the British. 
Thus when England appeared upon the scene, colonial ventures were 
nothing new in the New World. England’s methods and procedures, 
however, were novel, and they produced results which other coun- 
tries failed to achieve. 

The Spanish poli^ of direct and unrestricted exploitation of the 
vanquish^ stripped the newly won territories of their a\'ailable 
wealth — ^their gold and silver — and impoverished the people to suclr 
an extent that even now, centuries later, they have not fully recovered 
from the initial devastation. English policy in America followed a 
different course. From the first, England was interested in, and 
encouraged, permanent settlements in the New World, thereby lay- 
ing the groundwork for the development of a nation which, in actual 
achievement and in potentialities for the future, lias few rivals in the 
world. 

This British colonial policy was undoubtedly determined by the 
prevailing surplus in England of men and women capable of, and 
willing to do, hard work — a surplus created by the rapid transition 
from agriculture to industry in the British Isles. And this policy was 
also conditioned by the scarcity of gold and otlier easily exportable 
goods on the eastern coast of North America, and by the fertility of 

7 
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the land along this coast, which could be exploited only through 
pentianetU settlements. But whatever the cause or causes, the fact 
remains that this [jolicy of colonial settlement determined for all time 
the history and culture of the territories which were to become die 
United States. 

It was also important for the development of American culture 
and American intellectual life that the first English colonies were 
independently organized and were settled by specifically different 
social strata of the Mother Countryj offering from the beginning a 
certain complexity and diversity in intellectual and cultural interests. 
At least three distinct groups or centers of cultural development- 
distributed geographically from south to north along the Atlantic 
coast-may be distinguished.* 

In the South, where tlie first English colonj^-Virginia— was 
established in 1607, wide coastal plains, hot summers, and prolonged 
periods of growth were especially suitable for the cultivation of 
tobacco. Extensive farming occupied the settlers, who soon discov- 
ered that their tobacco industry was most remunerative if it was 
centered in large plantations. The beginnings, of course, were small, 
for the prime prerequisite for large plantations, an abundance of 
cheap labor, was at first not available in America. During the years 
from 1634 to 1650 the average size of the plantations in Virginia 
was 446 acres, and only part of this acreage was actually in cultiva- 
tion. But as the supply of labor increased— and it increased rapidly 
once slaves were brought into the colony — ^the size of the plantations 
grew by leaps and bounds. The large plantations became almost 
seif-suificient economic units and social communities within wliidi 
many interests of life were centered and fully satisfied. 

Ihroughout the history of tlie colony, a small group of well-to-do 
planters exercised an overpowering infiuence upon the social and 
political development of the new territory and almost completely 
determined the intellectual and cultural life of the South. They were 
mostly members of England’s landed aristocracy who never com- 
pletely lost the connection with the Mother Country. All of tliem 
were members of the Anglican church and observed strictly all duties 
imposed by the Church. They were orthodox and conservative in 
their views, and they molded their o^vn world after the pattern of the 
British nobility. 

In the North, arable land was only a small strip along the coast 
of the Athuttic. The soil, although not infertile, was mostly of glacial 
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origin and unsuited for extensive agriculture. This fact at once pre- 
cluded the development of large plantations. In addition, the Pilgrim 
Fathers, who had settled at Plymouth lit 1620, were representatives 
of the lower strata of English society — ^peasants, artisans, and labor- 
ers — and did not control great wealth. Hard work and frugal living 
alone enabled them to survive the hardships of their pioneering ven- 
ture, Th^ were members of a Protestant sect and were estranged 
from the Church of England. They had been persecuted for their 
religious views and hoped to find in the New World peace and tran- 
quility and the freedom to worship God in their own way. 

This Plymouth colony was supplemented by other settlers in 1630, 
and was in time absorbed by the "Puritans’* of the Massachusetts 
Bay Company. 

The Puritans belonged to the English middle class. Most of them 
were free tillers of the soil, settled -in small communities. Others 
devoted themselves to the development of a fishing industry or car- 
ried on commerce with ail parts of the globe. In their religion they 
were members of the Englisli state church whose doctrines they tried 
to “purify” and apply to all phases of private and public life. Tmvards 
other creeds they were intolerant and unrelenting. Puritan leader- 
ship, although narrowly dogmatic and fanatically religious, was 
capable and aggressive, and it left a permanent imprint upon the 
cultural life of New England, hampering the forces of freedom for 
a considerable period of time. ^ 

The cultural situation in the middle colonies differed fundamen- 
tally from that in Virginia as well as from that in New England. 
In 1621 the Dutch had settled along the Hudson River and had at 
once demonstrated their tolerance in religious matters. They were 
primarily merchants and were only secondarily members of a church. 
Their efforts were supplemented by the work of Roger Williams, 
who had been expelled from tlie Massachusetts colony for his "here- 
sies,” i.e., for teaching community life, freedom of conscience of the 
individual and, in order to make possible the realiaation of both, 
the complete separation of church and state. 

In Maryland, Lord Baltimore, a faithful Catholic yet a loyal 
subject to a Protestant king, empliasized religious tolerance as a 
matter of political expediency: while in a neighboring territory tire 
young William Penn, a devout Quaker, insisted upon tolerance as a 
matter of principle. 

In this middle group of colonies, too, we find large settlements of 
Protestants of various' denominations from Germany, Presbyterians 
from Scotland, Baptists from Wales, and Catholics from Irelaaid; 
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and from this middle group the principle of tolerance and of freedom 
of conscience was injected into tlic cultural life of America. 

In the long run the middle colonies have dominated all others. 
In many respects they have been the most important settlements for 
the intellectual and cultural growth of America. At the beginning, 
however, tlie Puritans of New England provided the intellectual 
leadership in the New World. It is only fitting, therefore, to start 
our story of American philosopliy with a general discussion of the 
Puritan world view, leaving other influences for later consideration. 

2. Puritan Doctrine 

The Pilgrim Fathers as well as the Puritans who settled in the 
American colonies had lived through the great religious movement 
of Calvinist orientation whidi .swept over England at the close of 
the sixteenth and the beginning of the seventeenth centuries. The 
glory of the Elizabetlian period was still but little dinutiecL When 
the settlers left England, Puritanism there was approaching its great- 
est triumphs. No wonder, therefore, that the colonists, after reacliing 
America, tried to organize their community life in harmony with 
their social herits^e and in accordance with their religious belief.* 

For about three generations Puritanism survived and developed 
in New England without undergoing fundamental changes. Even in 
the Boston Platform of 1680 its basic Calvinism was dearly formu- 
lated and pointedly emphasized.' Throughout the entire seventeenth 
century an almost uniform body of thought prevailed, and whatever 
differences may be discovered in the sermons and books of the day 
are but minor variations of the same fundamental theme.* Later, it 
is true, Puritanism lost many of its genuindy religious qualities. It 
deteriorated into a tyrannical regimentation of community life and 
ultimately collapsed under the weight of its own dialectic. But while 
Puritanism was alive in New England it was vastly more than a 
mere matter of doctrine or of rigoristic rules and hairsplitting logic. 
It was a living faith and a basic piety, deeply grounded in a realistic 
feeling of man's depravity and of his need for salvation. Its theology 
was but the external expression of an inward attitude or mood — of 
a mood which gave strength and fortitude in ad.versity but which 
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was also the cause of intolerance and persecution. It was a zealous 
fanaticism and the promise of salvation for all lielievcrs.” 

New England Puritanism was dominated by the idea that God is 
the creator and absolute master of all that exists, remaining essen- 
tially unknown and unknowable to man, Whose acts cannot be fore- 
told. This God, whatever His nature, is the only true and absolute 
Being. The world, having been created by Him, has no independent 
existence.^ It must be sustained by God, now and as long as it lasts. 
Its fabric is 'lield together by a continuous emanation of divine 
power” and would dissolve into nothing should God withdraw His 
support but for a moment. Indeed, so much and so fundamentally 
was God conceived as the life-giving and sustaining power in the 
universe, so strong was tlie "pantheistic" element in early Puritan- 
ism, that it required all the ingenuity of the theologians to retain a 
fundamental distinction between God and the world. 

Now if the world is God's creation, and if it continues to exist 
solely because God sustains it, then it is only logical to believe that 
this world reflects God's perfection,. His wisdom as well as His 
power, and that a study of nature leads ultimately to a better under- 
standing of God Himself. The natural sciences thus become an indis- 
pensable supplement to Scriptural revriation. Tlie facts disclosed by 
microscope and telescope or by laboratory experiments are then but 
indices of God's wisdom, and the laws governing these facts are the 
laws of the Spirit. Moreover, since nature in its totality as well as 
in every detail is but a revelation of God’s wisdom and will, whatever 
is must be ordained 1^ God; and whatever we must do because of 
some specific situation facing us is also an expression of God's will 
and whatever is helpful and brings results must have been intended 

0For the most authentic statementB of New England Puritan doctrine aee the foN 
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by God Thus \vc discover in Puritanism not only the roots of 
KniersojVs -pantheism" but also that basic practicality which con- 
tains tlie seeds of American pragmatism in its most general form. 

The PuritanSi of course, were not interested in secular knowledge 
for its own sake. Nature was to be studied, yes; but it was to be 
studied only because su<di studies would reveal the intentions and 
workings of God in the world. The sciaitist, therefore, must ap- 
proach his problems, moved by the desire to find God in the^ phe- 
nomena under investigation, by the desire to discover God s ultimate 
plan iit the processes and events of the moment. In spirit this 
whole attitude was medieval. But Puritanism was never committed 
to Aristotle's science of nature — as scholasticism had been — and it 
was therefore mudi more responsive than tlie scholastics could pos- 
sibly have Ijcen to the great innovations in secular knowledge, to the 
new science created by Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, and Newton, and 
by all the other great men of their age. Once the Puritans were con- 
vinced that the new knowledge supimrtcd their dogmas of faith, they 
accepted it readily enough and marveled at the new revelations of 
God’s grandeur.^ But they contributed nothing to the development 
of the new science as such, for their concern was with the salvation 
of man, and physics and astronomy were of interest to tliera only 
in as far as they revealed die ingenuity, the wisdom, and the power 
of God. 

Ujwn closer analysis we find in Puritanism a distinct ambiguity 
with respect to ail knowledge based upon reasoiv On the one hand, 
the Puritan writers pointed out emphatically tliat rational knowledge 
does not redeem and that it la not necessary to faith. The essential 
truths of religion, so we are told, cannot be discovered by experiment 
or by reason but must be revealed by God if they are to be known to 
man. Indeed, human reason may readily beti'ay the unregenerated 
soul. Secular knowledge may therefore be a dangerous thing, better 
left alone for the sake of salvation. On the other hand, these same 
writers were not content to state the dogmas of their faith as isolated 
propositions. They tried to demonstrate the inner coherency and 
consistency of their beliefs, and they endeavored to transform their 
creed into a rationally demonstrable system. Th^ tried to make a 
philosophy out of their pety and objective knowledge out of a sub- 
jective mood. In their interpretative scheme of the world, pliysics 
and astronomy and the new science in general had their well-consid- 
ered place, and the theories and conclusions reached by the "natural 

7C/, Mather. Cottoa, Tht Ckritliett PkUosephtr: A CoUtetifin of th* BttI Dis- 
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tight" of reason were used to augment and support the contentions 
of Puritan theology. 

Puritanism was thus essentially antirational and rational at the 
same time. It was a piety of the heart and an integrated system of 
propositions appealing to man’s understanding through reasoned 
demonstration. A Puritan must believe in order to be saved; but 
once he does believe, he must make an effort to know or to under- 
stand as much as possible. Faith is a matter of the heart, of the will, 
yes; but never of the heart or the will alone. It is also a matter of 
the understanding. Knowledge without faith may be empty and 
meaningless or even dangerous; but religious zeal without knowl- 
edge, we are told, is “but a wilde-fire.” To the Puritan, the Word 
of God was unquestioned law and absolute truth; but, once this 
Word was accepted, the Puritan was ready to inquire into the rea- 
sons behind it and to try to understand through logic and rational 
demonstration. 

Sense-knowledge there was, too; but whatever knowledge the 
senses convey is taken up into the rational system of logical deduc- 
tions ; and this system in turn finds its place within the body of God’s 
revealed truth. From sense to reason to revelation — that was the 
progressive range of an ever-widening vision of God’s glory and 
grandeur and majesty. That there should be conflicts or contradic- 
tions in this range of knowledge was unthinkable, for God’s truth 
is the same, no matter how man comes to know it. Science and 
religion — observation, reason, and revelation — are thus reconciled in 
one harmonious system, and “natural learning," understood as but 
another revelation of God’s wisdom and will, is the complement to 
Puritan piety. 

Though reason — so the Puritans believed — is incapable of prov- 
ing the basic truths of religion and may even fail to comprehend them 
fully, reason can at least disprove tlte contentions of the unbelievers 
and can destroy all dangerous sophisms. A faith in reason thus grew 
up among the Puritans; for despite all their piety and all their striv- 
ing after salvation, the Puritans were convinced that the life of the 
saints and of the chosen was also the life of reason. During the 
seventeenth century they did not yet realize the dangers that lay 
ahead. They did not yet see that this faith in reason was bound 
to undermine the very piety whidi was the heart and soul of their 
religion. 

Any attempt at an evaluation of Puritanism would be incomplete 
if it did not include also an examination of the influence this doctrine 
had upon the business of living and upon man’s struggle for exist- 
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Mice in the newly formed colonies. For it was as a practical faith that 
Puritanism made itself felt most keenly and most incisively. 

Since God has created the world, the Puritan divines maintained, 
He governs it in every detail— inclvtding the whole of man’s exist- 
ence. In fact, we are told that God “has decreed when and where 
every man that comes into the World shall be Born; and when and 
where he shall live, in what Country, and in what Town ; yea in what 
House, too. ... He has decreed when every man shall dy. . . . All 
the circumstances attending every man's Death, the place and the 
nuinner of it . . . all is determined in Heaven before it comes to 
pass on the Earth. But since God, who has thus predetermined all 
events and happenings in the world, also is beyond all human under- 
standing, it is not always easy to discern the reasons for His actions 
or to discover His plan behind the complex and seemingly contra- 
dictory affairs of the day. Too often God’s will appears to be arbi- 
trary. His goodness lies hidden behind the pain and the agony df 
living. Faith has to rest satisfied with the pragmatic assurance that, 
after all and despite everything, God is supreme and that His will 
must prevail in the end. 

When God created nmn, He created him flawless and good. But 
man, deluded by his “imperious will” and “uncontrolled passions,” 
.fell into corruption and sin; and his sin is so grievous that he right- 
fully deserves the most terrible punishment. So abject is man’s 
present condition tliat he can never recover his former position by 
his own efforts. He realizes tliat he is “lost,” and he is filled with 
the consuming desire to be saved. From the depths of his despair 
lie envisions God’s flawless perfection, and in the helplessness of his 
depravity he cries out for the saving grace of God. 

For the Puritan, sin and depravity are not something concerning 
which one reads in Scripture and in the books of the theologians. 
They are hard and terrifying realities in the life of every human 
being, discoverable in merciless self-analysis and clearly discernible 
in human, history, They are all the more depressing because of man’s 
own responsibility in the matter. After all, man has brought the 
curse upon himself, and he lades the power of self-redemption. It is 
this fact, and this fact alone, which explains the urgency of the cry 
for deliverance and grace. 

And God responds. Out of His infinite compassion He bestows 
saving grace upon man. God enters the contrite heart and fills man’s 
emptin^ with His own fullness, He relieves man of torture and 
depravit y, and man experiences life once more as a blessing. More- 
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over, “in the Covenant of grace, God undertakes for us, to keep us 
through faith.” If we now keep faith, God “undertakes to convqr 
all that concerns our happiness.” This Covenant, the progressive 
unfolding of which gives meaning and significance to the whole of 
human history, is, according to Puritan doctrine, “the very Basis on 
which all that follows is built, and unto which it must be referred.” 
God never does anything for His faithful unless “He doth it by 
vertue of, and according to His Covenant.” “God conveys His sal' 
vation by way of covenant, and He doth it to those only that are in 
covenant with Him. . , , Every particular soul must enter into a 
particular covenant with God; out of this way there is no life.”" 

Through this idea of the Covenant, the Puritan divines could 
bring God and man together effectively in a friendly communion. 
Outside the Covenant ^d still remains the unknowable and irre- 
sponsible Lord and Master of creation; but widiin the Covenant He 
assumes moral responsibilities and pledges Himself to do “alt things 
which He hath promised to do.” He is still the absolute ruler of the 
universe, but in the Covenant He has “given His subjects a bill of 
inviolable rights.” And since He has done so of His own free will, 
it does not impair His sovereignty. He still metes out terrifying 
justice to the transgressor of His law, but to tiiose who have ac- 
cepted His Covenant He is merciful beyond comprehension. Through 
the Covenant “a Way [was] found out by God, and discovered to 
Man, by which the Banner may escape the suffering of [God’s] Wrath 
and Curse.” The sole condition imposed upon man is that he have 
faith and repent his sins. 

All who accept and remain in the Covenant are saved. All odiers 
are eternally lost. It is the Covenant, dierefore, that provides a ra- 
tional basis for what would otherwise have been an irrational and a 
wholly arbitrary selection of the “elect” from the “reprobate.” And 
it is the Covenant, furthermore, which determines in the last analysis 
the specific form and organization of community life in Puritan New 
England. For society, according to Puritan doctrine, originates 
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front a compact of the citizens. Christians create a commonwealth 
to embody their common faith and devotion and to supervise their 
obedience to the Covenant. The individual pledges himself to a 
Christian life in the community of fellow Christians, and the gov- 
ernment sees to it that he keeps his word. An authoritarian govern- 
ment of the select rules supreme, and whatsoever the ministers and 
magistrates can show to be right and just and God’s own command, 
that becomes inviolable law for all to observe. The church thus 
becomes the center and the very core of each community; but even, 
the civil magistrates regard it as their duty to preserve the pure 
dMtrine, to exterminate “errors” and “heresies,” and to exclude 
from the territories of their jurisdiction all but those of orthodox 
faith. A rigoristic supervision of all phases of life was inevitable. 
And so were planted the seeds of that fanaticism which later trans- 
formed New England Puritanism into an intolerant and stultifying 
way of life. It was because of such premises that, once the fervor of 
pietism had spent itself, Puritan bgic turned the whole movement 
into an intolerable absurdity and a parody of itself. 

Before this transition took place, however, the Puritans derived 
great comfort and strength from their doctrine, and they needed 
both in order to endure the hardships encountered in the first settle- 
ments. As a matter of fact, the Puritans looked upon the whole of 
human history as a gradual unfolding of God’s divine plan; and 
they saw their own life in New England aS the full realization of 
that plan. The events of the past had been but “a sort of prologue 
to the enactment of the New England commonwealths.” But if this 
was true, the Puritans soon argued, then it was God who had given 
them homes and farms and fisheries in the New World ; it was He 
who provided them with all earthly goods and with the opportunities 
to acquire more. Once this was granted, then nobody could obstruct 
the coarse of progress in the colonies, and New England would get 
along in the^ world. God’s blessing would rest upon the riches ac- 
quired by His faithful servants. New England could grow “fat and 
comfortable” and become wealthy beyond all dreams of its founders 
without becoming depraved or corrupted by its wealth. Moral sanc- 
tion and success in worldly affairs found here a common basis in 
God’s own promise to His chosen people. What of it, if in time the 
emphasis was shifted more and more to the side of “worldly affairs” 
and if “moral sanction” was. in the end. hardly more than a thin 
veii^OTTCfing a basic avarice? In its inception the Puritan conception 
of divme favors was an inspiring idea and made itself felt as such 
throughout the first period of colonization. 
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No matter what the vicissitudes of life, the early Puritans never 
doubted that ultimately they would trhnnph, for they were the chosen 
of God. Failure and defeat were no discouragement to them; re- 
verses were never regarded as disastrous. A **cosmic optimism ” 
sustained them and gave them courage to carry on wfiere others 
might have abandoned all hope. Heavenly glory awaited them when 
the battle was over — glory so incomprehensibly extravagant that 
compared with it all earthly aiUictions were but a passing trial, a test 
of man’s faith. After all, nothing in the world happens from blind 
chance or from purely meclianical causes. Even If a man lose all his 
possessions, be afflicted with disease or tortured by the devil, God 
in His infinite wisdom is still *‘the Supreme Governing Efficient 
cause of those Afflictions/* Adversity and suffering are as much a 
part of God’s divine plan as are success and well-being — although 
at times it may be dif^ult to regard them sis such. 

Since God has placed man in this world and has determined the 
conditions under which he must live, it is only right that man make 
full use of all that this world offers for his sustenance and for the 
easement of his existence. ’’All that supports life, preserves or re- 
stores health, feeds natural hungers, is to that extent good. A thing 
becomes dangerous [only] when it hinders life or health, when it 
proves disagreeable to ‘the nature of Man for whose use It was 
made.’ For the early Puritans, at any rate, sin is not inherent in 
food or love or music as such; it arises only through the “sinful \(se’’ 
of these goods, through the abuses to which they are put in man’s 
seltish striving after mere pleasure and sensuous gratification. “The 
wine is from God,” we are told, “but the Drunkard Is from the 
Devil. That in the later development of Puritanism this attitude 
should change into an ascetic denunciation of all pleasures and into 
a meddlesome censoriousness will surprise no one who realizes how 
difficult it is to draw and to uphold the lines of demarcation implied 
in the original Puritan doctrine, and who considers also the urgent 
need for salvation so loudly proclaimed and so strenuously insisted 
upon by the New England divines.” But the wholesale denun- 
ciation of the senses and all it entailed Is characteristic of the 
eighteenth century rather than of the pietistic Puritanism of the 
earlier period. 

It has often been pointed out that a strong economic motive under- 
lay the zealous piety of the Puritan movement in New England; and 
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there is unquestionable truth in this contention. The Puritans were 
men of action rather than of contemplation, and they were engaged 
in the serious and “eminently practical ta^ of color„zmg a new 
continent. Not until Jonathan Edwards (17034758) do we find 
among them a thinker “capable of sustained, independent specula- 
tion”;*® but their religious doctrine was inextricably intertwined with 
their ^ily work from the very first For them “all labor, no matter 
how homely or hazardous, is a worship of God," provided that it is 
done in the right spirit.** It is true that only too soon did this pious 
attitude give way to the hypocritical contention that the degree of pros- 
perity enjoyed by a person is but an outward sign of God's special 
favor bestowed upon him as reward for his religious ardor. But 
such Pharisaical distortions were only a parody of the original Puri- 
tan doctrine and were the result of a basic decay in religious sentj- 
inent. 

One last point may be important for an understanding of New 
England Puritanism and of its later aberrations. Puritans contended 
that through self-analysis an individual can ascertain whether he is 
“regenerated" or not, whether he is in a state of grace or is eternally 
lost; for guilt or innocence, so the doctrine was, is revealed not so 
much in the outward and overt act as in the intention and the motive 
behind the act** It was this phase of Puritanism which inspired the 
psychological self-dissections and the morbid and merciless probings 
into the souls of the afflicted which often leave us with the impression 
of pathological abnormalities and which frequently blind us to tlie 
positive values of Puritan doctrine and of the Puritan way of life at 
its best 


3, Puritanism In Decay 

That the seeds of dissolution and the germs of decay were present 
even in the original doctrine of New England Puritanism is apparent 
to any objective student of the movement and of its tenets of faith. 
But that the cultural desolation and barrenness of the colonial en- 
vironment also contributed to its decay is equally true. The idea of a 
"chosen people" has always and everywhere led to fanaticism, intoler- 
ance, and hypocrisy, and the New England version of theocracy 
could not h<dp but debase and extinguish all genuine hum^ness in 
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its adherents. Thomas Hooker signihcantiy remarked: "All men are 
made watchmen over the welfare of their brethren, and l^ virtue of 
their consociation and combination have power over each other and 
a judicial way of process against each other in case of any sinful 
aberration." Brotlier was set to spy upon brother and, in the words 
of John Cotton, "To excommunicate an heretic is not to perse- 
cute" ; "it is not to punish an innocent, but a culpable and damnable 
person.” 

The original leaders of the New England Puritans — ^John Win- 
throp, John Cotton, John Norton, and John Wilson — ^bad been 
"intent on establishing a theocracy in which their tenets and their 
form of worship should be upheld by the hand of the law.”*** Having 
transplanted their "true church” to the American wilderness, they 
intended to protect it with all means at their di.sposal. Out of their 
sealousness for their own faith grew their intolerance of every other 
creed; for religious tolerance would have meant an invitation to 
"heretics” and "unbelievers” and to the agents of Satan himself. 
We fail to understand the true spirit of these leaders of Puritanism 
unless we see them as the protectors of the "pure doctrine,” as the 
champions of God's chosen people, to whom God had revealed Him- 
self in many "illustrious providences” and whom He had guided to 
the "promised land” in the New World.“ With a firm hand they 
ruled their communities in which civil authorities were but servants 
of the church. They explicitly repudiated democracy, for, in the 
words of Jtdin Cotton, "Democracy I do not conceive that God did 
ever ordain as a fit government for either church or commonwealth.” 
John Winthrop maintained that "among nations it [democracy] has 
always been accounted tlie meanest and vrorst of all forms of gov- 
ernment.”** Even after the establishment of representative govern- 
ment in New England, Puritan theocracy prevailed widely and the 
rule of the "divines” remained almost as complete as before. They 
purged the Church of dissoiters and executed Quakers and other 
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“heretics”;*® they mixed politics with religion, and served justice in 
conformity with the stem tenets of their creed. 

Under such conditions community life mu.st have been tense and 
stifling, and cultural contacts which might have eased the situation 
did not exist Newspapers were unknown, and news itself travel^ 
only slowly by word of nioutli. Altliough by 1689 the population in 
the twelve colonics exceeded a quarter million, nearly two hundred 
thousand persons lived either on isolated farms or in small communi- 
ties in the tidewater districts. Communication among the various 
settlements was difficult, and a crossing of the Atlantic was a has- 
ardous venUtre requiring eight or more weeks for a single voyage. 
For many years transatlantic vessels arrived only once a year in &e 
colonies. 

As a result, local interests were supreme, and each small com- 
munity of a few score souls became a fertile field for the development 
of jealousy, prejudice, and antipathy regarding the inhabitants of 
other communities.®^ ^vironmental conditions were stultifying, and 
under their influence the all-comprehensive world view of early 
Puritanism was gradually transformed into a narrow-minded for- 
malism which, in its stupidity and conceit, assumed the right to 
supervise and to control even in smallest details the whole public and 
private life of the colcmists. The bigotry of the Puritan divines be- 
came appalling. Tliere was not a single generous and humanitarian 
figure among them. Superstitions abounded, and the ground was 
being prepared psychologically for the wltdi mania of Salem. 

It was natural that this development should have its disastrous 
effects upon Puritan doctrine itself. First of all, the idea of God's 
transcendence and majesty was weakened. Tlic whole conception of 
God's compassionate and universal Providence was replaced by an 
almost childish faith in miracles and a belief in very specific "provi- 
dences.” God who, for the original Calvinists, was a "living and 
true God,” "a pure Spirit Unchangeable, eternal, incomprehensible,” 
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who rules over the world in majestk glory, was gradually trans- 
formed into a narrowly revengeful God who manifests Himself in 
^'miraculous help at sea, in the miracles of thunder and lightning, 
and in the wonderful judgment %vhich He holds over Quakers, drunk- 
ards, and enemies of the chiirch.”^^ A complete and absolute deter- 
mination was, in time, substituted for the broadly conceived doctrine 
of predestination based on the “Covenant of Grace/' 

But other changes also took place — and changes of a more positive 
and a more constructive nature. The socioeconomic conditions in the 
colonies were such that they made possible a rapid rise from the posi- 
tion of unskilled day laborer to that of a prosperous and even wealthy 
burgher. This situation, in turn, deprived tlie doctrine of the "neces- 
sary depravity of human nature” of much of its original liarshncss. It 
now liecame customary to emphasize prosperity and its virtues, and 
although in the beginning both were regarded as evidence of God’s 
special grace, the shift in emphasis soon gave rise to the typically 
American conception of the "self-made man.” 

The contradictions and doctrinal difhculties which these changes 
entailed taxed and overtaxed the logical acumen and the dialectical 
skill of even the most “inspired” divines. Puritanism became hope- 
lessly and helplessly entangled in its own speculative cobwebs.^ Its 
redemption and return to the original doctrine were impossible. Its 
pietism was exhausted and its theology deteriorated into superstition 
and witch-hunting.** 

This breakdown of the “old faith” undoubtedly facilitated the 
spreading of Deism in America for bad it not been for the deterio- 
ration of Puritanism itself, no new ideas could have penetrated the 
Puritan world. But as yet Deism had found no far-reaching reso- 
nance in the colonies. Preachers and theologians dominated the in- 
tellectual life of the New World, and they preached "hell-Bre and 


SS Cf. Mather, Tnerease, Remarkable Pravidentet. ^ 

23 See, for example, Mother, Increase, A Call from Heaven to the Preeeut onrf* 
Succeeding Generations, Boston, 1679; Matlier, Increase, A VUcourss Proving That 
the Christian Religion Is the Only True Religion, Boston, 1702; Mather, Increase, 
Aicahcning Truths Tending to Conversion, Boston, 1710; Mather, Cbtton, The Faith, 
of the Fathers, Boston, 1699; Mather, Cotton, Reasonable Religion, Boston, 1700; 
Mather, Cotton, /?caron Suiistied: ontf Faith Bstablished, Boston, 17 12. 

24 Cf, Burr, Geoige L., editor. Narratives of the fVitcheraft Cases, 1648^1706, New 
York, 1914, a collection of original documents including relevant parts of Cotton 
Mathei^s Late Memorable Providences, 1691; Wonders of the Invisible World, 1693; 
A Brand Pinch'd Out of the Burning, 1693 ; etc. See also: Lawson, Deodat> Christs 
Fidelity the Only Shield Against Salans Malignity, Boston, 1693; Drake, Samuel G., 
The Witchcraft Delusion in New England, 3 vols., Roxlmry, Mass,, 1866; Haven, 
Satmid The Mathers and the Witchcraft Delusions, Worcester, Mass., 1874; 
Kittredge, George L., Witchcraft in Old and Now England, Cambridge, 1929. 

26 Cfa Morals, Herbert M,, Deism in Eighteenth Century AtnericOj New York, 1934. 



JJ philosophical ideas in AMERICA (Ch, i 

salvation.” Michael Wigglesworth’s nalvdy realistic description of 
Judgment Day— in his Day of Doom (1662)— became the classic 
poetic work of American Puritanism. Increase Mather’s Essay for 
the Recording of Iflusirious Providences (1684) gave new support 
and strength to prevailing superstitions. And Cotton Mather, that 
tragic figure helplessly caught between the grindstones of opposing 
trends and forces, zealously defended in his Magnolia the doctrine 
and ideals of the Puritan "Fathers’* as he understood them, trying to 
uphold the principles of theocracy against the more liberal tendencies 
of his own time. Indian wars and the persecution of witches were for 
• Mather but special revelations of the grace and love of God ; and in 
his own frustrations and pathological self'Castigations he discerned 
the "inscrutable ways of the Lord.”®® To all intents and purposes Uie 
compassionate faith of the early “Fathers” was dead. 

The Puritan leaders in the first years of the colony, driven into 
exile because of their faith, sacrificing everything for an ideal, were 
Inspiring figures. By contrast, the Puritan persecutors of Quakers 
and “witches,” stubbornly narrow-minded and fanatically zealous as 
they were, lacked stature and humaneness and were '‘unlovely in- 
deed.” However, “the sight of a suffering Quaker, stripped to tlie 
waist and tied to a cart’s tail, his back clotted with blood from fre- 
quent whippings, trudging through snow and ice, could but cause 
revulsion in men’s minds against the system which was responsible 
for it”*® And the witch mania of Salem, Massachusetts, only 
hastened the doom of Puritan theocracy. Its moral prestige had been 
destroyed by such acts and was beyond all hope of redemption; and 
with the prestige, its political power declined and vanished. Puri- 
tanism had had its day. 

soC/. Boaa. Ralpfa and Loniae. Coitm Uafhtr, Keeper of (he Puriim Coneeiettee, 
New York. 1928. 
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Chapter 2 

FROM COLONIES TO STATEHOOD 

1. New Influences in Colonial America 

Tlie period from 1690 to 1713 marked “the nadir of the intellec- 
tual life of the colonies.”^ From the days of the flrst settlement down 
to the end of the seventeenth century, we note “the slowing down of 
a cultural movement imported from the mother countries.'* The 
necessity for providing food and shelter and making a living super- 
seded all cultural interests. In die view of a New Englander of that 
time, “The Plow-man that raiseth Grain is more serviceable to Man- 
kind tlian the painter who draws only to please the Eye. The Car- 
penter who builds a good House to defend us from the Wind and 
Weather, is more serviceable than the curious Carver, who employs 
his Art to please the Fancy.”® 

However, the same period in our colonial history which witnessed 
the slow disintegration of Puritanism also saw the awakening of new 
interests and die rise of new forces — of interests and forces, that is, 
which were destined to determine decisively the future course of 
American history. 

While magistrates meted out justice as they saw fit, and “divines” 
exhorted faithful and sinners alike, the pioneer settlers penetrated 
more deeply into the hinterland and brought new soil under the plow. 
The necessities of daily life in a new environment uprooted old habits 
of thought and undermined social customs inherited from class-ridden 
Europe. In the struggle for existence, as it was waged in the back- 
woods settlements, the abilities and personal qualities of the indi- 
vidual counted for far more than did his social distinction, or lack of 
distinction, and his rank and status in a social order &r removed 
from the scene. A new faith in the value and worth of individuals as 
individuals arose, and with it developed the psychological presupposi- 
tions of American democracy.® Out of the depressing circumstances 
of colonial life, and despite external formalism which threatened 
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to suffocate all pulsating life in the rigor of its embrace, there grew up 
a joyous optimism which gave impetus and direction and an increas- 
ing buoyancy to the restless strivings and the relentless onward rush 
of Colonial America. 

But this was not alt. During the early and middle eighteenth cen- 
tury a steadily growing influx of the dispossessed and the disinherited 
from various European countries provided new contacts and brought 
new and, at times, restless elements into the colonies. In 1718 about 
four tliousand Scotch-Irish arrived from Ulster — ^the vanguard of that 
army of immigrants which increased to over 200,000 by the time of 
the Revolution. From England, Scotland, Ireland, and Germany they 
came — Catholics, and Protestants of different denominations — in 
scardi of new opportunities for economic betterment. For the most 
part they were peasants and tradesmen, artisans and unskilled labor- 
ers, “indentured servants" and “German redemptioners" — although 
occasionally a professional man was among them. Most of them were 
desperately poor; but all were willing to work bard and untiringly 
and to suffer the uncountable hardships which were inevitable in the 
“buffer settlements of civilization.” 

As hard work and enterprising speculation created ever-increasing 
wealth in the colonies, and as villages and communities grew pros- 
perous, the orthodox doctrine of the “utter depravity” of the human 
soul lost much of its force and its social sanction. It was Anally up- 
rooted when, in the course of the eighteenth century, a new social 
philosophy came to America from France. Rousseau’s ideal of the 
“equality of all men” must have appealed most forcefully to the men 
and women of the American frontier, whose daily experience revealed 
clearly the essential insignifleance of all social distinctions and who 
had soon learned to take a man for what he was, as math regardless 
of his social connections. 

In ^dition, and in direct contradiction to the doctrine of man’s 
depravity, Rousseau championed the idea of an unlimited “perfecti- 
bility of man.” By nature and inheritance, so Rousseau contended, 
man is good. Given the rig^t opportunities, he will advance far 
beyond any cultural level now attained or conceivable. Man, there- 
fore, can be trusted to work out his own destiny in the most satisfying 
manner. 

Denying that absolutism and arbitrary authority can ever be justi- 
fied merely, Rousseau advocated a “social contract” theory of the 
«ate which subjects the ruler to the "common will” of the ruled. 
Govern^nt by consent" became the new ideal and the slogan which 
gave additional impetus to the spirit of independence in America, and 
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which "quickened the passion of revolt" that stirred ever more ur-” 
gently in the hearts of men in the colonies. A turning point in the 
history of the New World had been reached. The transition from 
"colonialism" to "Americanism” was clearly under way.'* 

The economic stntggles and political controversies which finally 
led to the open break with England reverberated and were reflected in 
various ways in the three cultural regions of America, and their spe- 
cific form and significance depended in each case on the conditions 
and interests prevailing in the respective regions. The mercantile 
cities on the northern coast were liberal only "to the extent that liber- 
alism meant profit.” Their commercial relations with England deter- 
mined the course of their action. The owners of the great plantations 
in the south "would tolerate no outside dictation in matters concern- 
ing their own parishes, and their burdensome debts to English mer- 
chants cooled the ardor of their loyalty to Great Britain.”* The settlers 
in the ever-expanding hinterland from Maine to the Allegheny water- 
shed, the thousands of small freeholders and tillers of the soil, the 
Scotch-Irish and the Germans who believed fervently in the principles 
of Jeffersonian democracy, never conceded the justice of British rule. 
When all three groups finally united in their opposition to England, 
armed conflict and the War of Independence were inevitable. 

2. Political Philosophy During the Period of the 
American Revolution 

The period of the Revolution was, of course, a period of action 
rather than of theorizing — a period of storm and stress rather than of 
detached contemplation; for it was far more important to get things 
done than to work out elaborate systems of thought, The literature 
of the day was therefore polemic rather than philosophical. It consti- 
tuted essentially a vigorous and, at times, a vituperative protest 
against political and social abuses of all sorts, and it was written to 
stir up the masses rather than to satisfy the criteria of a dispassionate 
scholarship. 

The roots of this "literature of protest” can be traced, on the one 
hand, to the changing habits of life in the frontier regions of colonial 
America and, on the other hand, to the new orientation of philosophy 
in Europe." Locke, Harrington, Shaftesbury, Adam Smith, and 
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Hume were read ever more widely in the colonies, and the new ethico- 
political conceptions of “natural law” and of the “natural rights” of 
man found a profound resonance in the hearts of men whose frontier 
environment had taught them self-reliance and had convinced tlteni of 
the value and worth of individuals. 

To be sure, the idea of “natural law" was never clearly d^ned m 
the controversial pamphlets and “letters to newspapers” publislied so 
abundantly in the North American colonies. The word “natural,” in 
particular, was left alluringly ambiguous. For some writers it was 
synonymous with the word “divine,” their Puritan tradition provid- 
ing the background for this interpretation.’ For other writers, “nat- 
ural” designated the "rational” or the “reasonable”— either that 
which human reason discovers to be true and good, or, more pro- 
foundly, that which is doply grounded in an ultimate reasonableness 
or rationalitj' of the universe itself. Still other men spoke of the 
“natural” as that which is “just” and "equitable,” or as that whicli is 
“useful” and “fitting." As a rule, several of these meanings, and 
|)ossibly others as well, were intertwined in the arguments of any one 
of the writers in question. 

The very ambiguity of the terms used liad, however, at least one 
advantage. The most heterogeneous groups and the most diversified 
interests could be rallied in support of the Revolutionary cause 
through the appeal to “natural law” and to the “natural rights” of 
man — each group interpreting the slogans in its own specific way and 
in conformity with its own interests, ^1 uniting in their opposition to 
absolutism and arbitrary autliority. 

Unrest, caused by economic difficulties and enhanced by British 
colonial policies, had reached formidable proportions as early as the 
late fifties and the early sixties of the eighteenth century, The Sugar 
Act of 1765 and the Stamp Act of the following year, both designed 
to relieve the English taxpayers, placed additional burdens upon the 
colonists. When the drastic and far-reaching provisions of these two 
laws became known in America, “the wrath of the people Imew no 
bounds.” “Merchants, lawyers, and publishers held conferences and 
passed resolutions condemning British measures and policies,” while 
“artisans and laborers, hundreds of them rendered idle by the busi- 
ness depression, formed themselves into societies known as ‘Sons of 
Liberty.’ ”* The Revolutionary movement could no longer be re- 
strained. this movement derived its moral justification from the 
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conception of “natural law” and from the idea of "natural rights'* of 
men. 

Three years before the passage of the Sugar Act, a Boston lawyer, 
James Otis, had "set forth the principle which was to form the basis 
of most of the literature of protest during the next thirteen years.” 
One year later he published a pamphlet entitled, "A Vindication of the 
Conduct of the House of Representatives of the Province of the 
Massachujtetts~Bay*’ in which he stated this principle more fully. He' 
began his defense by asserting (1) that "God made all men naturally 
equal” ; (2) that "the ideas of earthly superiority . . . are . . . acriuired, 
not innate”; (3) that "kings were . . . made for the good of the* 
people, and not the people for them” ; and (4) that, "tho* most gov- 
ernments are de facto arbitrary, and conseriucntly the curse and 
scandal of human nature, , . . none are de jure arbitrary.”" These 
ideas were further developed and were more eloquently expressed in 
Dickinson’s influential Fanner's Letters (1764). The central theme, 
which now clearly emerged and which was generally adopted by the 
writers in the early seventies, is that all government is limited by "the 
laws of nature and of God.” 

It is impossible to consider here all the writers of this period; their 
number is astonishingly large. Si^ecial reference may be made, how- 
ever, to James Wilson, a Philadelphia attorney, who in 1770 wrote as 
follows in his Considerations of the Nature and Extent of the Legisla- 
tive Authority of the British Parliament: 

"All men are, by nature, equal and free: no one has a right to any 
authority over another without his consent: all lawful government is 
founded on the consent of those who are subject to it; such consent 
was given with a view to ensure and to increase the happiness of the 
governed, above what they could enjoy in an independent and uncon- 
nected state of nature. The consequence is, that happiness of the 
society is the first law of every government. 

"This rule is founded on the law of nature: it must control every 
political maxim: it must regulate the legislature itself. The people 
have a right to insist that this rule be observed; and are entitled to 
demand a moral security that tlie legislature will observe it.*’“ 

In these passages we clearly discern the nucleus of the Declaration 
of Independence. Only the impassioned s^le of Thomas Jefferson 
was necessary to perfect the document. 

.By the time the first shots were fired in tlie War of Independehcej 
the concept of a ’‘superior law of God and nature” which provides the 
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ultimate basis for all rights of man, was accepted by practically all of 
the belter known writers and orators in the colonies. 

At first, however, all theories of natural law were intertwined 
with, and centered around, theories of English constitutionalism. 
Not until the Revolutionary War was well under way did the idea of 
natural law appear in its broadest sense and as independent of any 
“man-made” constitution, be it British or not. Thomas Paine, who 
was interested, not in the rights of men as citizens of sonie.particular 
country, but in the rights of men as men, exemplifies the transition. 
His CoMitfioH Siitse (1776) was "the first clear, far-carrying appeal 
for republicanism addressed to American ears.” Its influence upon 
American thought was stupendous. Within a very few months after 
the publication of Paine’s tract, Americans changed their attitude 
towards monarchy completely. They "shed their colonial loyalties 
like a last year’s garment, and thenceforth they regarded the preten- 
tions of kings as little better than flummery.”^^ 

In common with most of the other writers of his day, Paine based 
his philosophy upon the general conception of natural rights. But 
instead of “deriving the sovereign state from a fictitious compact, pre- 
sumably entered into in a remote past,” he derived it "from a con- 
tinuous compact reaffirmed by each generation.” As an individual is 
born into this world, he is endow^ with rights which cannot be 
limited or nullified by contracts made by others than himself, "An- 
cestral arrangements are valid only to the extent that they are ac- 
cqitable to the living.”*^ 

In Thomas Paine’s own words (Righls of Afon),“ "Every age 
and generation must be as free to act for Itself, in alt cases, as the ages 
and generations which preceded it. . . . Man has no property in man; 
neidier has any generation a property in the generations which are 
to follow. ... It is the living and not the dead that are to be accom- 
modated. When man ceases to be, his power and his wants cease with 
him; and having no longer any participation in the concerns of this 
world, he has no longer any au^ority in directing who shall be its 
governors, or how its government shall be organized, or how ad- 
ministered” (4-5). 

"The circumstances of the world are continually changing, and the 
opinions of men change also; and as government is for the living, and 
not for the dead, it is the living only tiiat have any right in it” (8). 
"The error of those who reason 1^ precedents drawn from antiquity, 
tilt rights of man, is, that they do not go far enough into 

11 Fairingum, ep. eft,, 330 ; 332-338. 

UThb and Ae r^ereneea to PalnA writingi from H'Htktt of 

TkomarPoittAVcirYoifc, WiUcySookCo, 1943. 



Ch.al FROM COLONIES TO STATEHOOD aS 

antiquity. They do not go the whole way. . . . We shall at last come out 
right : we shall come to the time when man came from the hand of his 
maker. What was he then? Man. Man was his high and only title, 
and a higher cannot be given him. . . . We have now arrived at the 
origin of man, and at the origin of his rights” (33-34). 

It follows that "every generation is equal in rights to the genera- 
tions which preceded it, by the same rale that every individual is born 
equal in rights with his contemporary. ... Alt men are born equal, 
and with ec^ual natural rights, in the same manner as if posterity had 
been continued by creation instead of generation. . . . (Consequently, 
every child born into the world must be considered as deriving its 
existence from God” (35), 

"The duty of man [therefore] . . . consists but of two points. His 
duty to God, which every man must feci; and with respect to his 
neighbor, to do as he would be done by. . . . I^s natural rights are 
the foundation of all his civil rights” (37). 

"Natural rights are those whicit always appertain to man in right 
of his existence. Of this kind are all the intellectual rights, or rights 
of the mind, and also all those rights of acting as an individual for his 
own comfort and happiness, which are not injurious to the rights of 
others. — Civil rights are those which appertain to man in rights of 
his being a member of society. Every civil right has for its foundation 
some natural right pre-existing in the individual, but to which his in- 
dividual power is not, in alt cases, sufficiently com^3etent. Of this kind 
are all those which relate to security and protection” (37). "Society 
grants him nothing. Every man is a proprietor in society, and draws 
on tlte capital as a matter of right” (38). 

From these premises Paine inferred (1) that the people may at 
any time change the constitution and the general laws under which 
they want to live, and (2) that the will of the majority must prevail 
at all times. 

The decisive test of every government Paine found in its concern 
for "public affairs, or the public good.” Any government, so he tells 
us, tW does not make the public good "its whole and sole object, is 
not a good government.” But if a government is beneficeiit and has 
the welfare of all at heart, it is securely founded upon “the common 
good Avill” of Its subjects, and will endure. Such a government does 
not depend upon armies or navies or an "inquisitional police" to re- 
main in power. It is rooted in die hearts of free men and therefore 
need have no fear concerning its future. 

It was Paine’s contention that "the independence of America, con- 
sidered merely as a separation from England, would have been a 
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niiHUer of little importance, had it not been accompani^ by a revolu- 
tion ill the principles and practice of government (ibid.j 145), As 
it was, however, “she made a stand, not for herself only, but for the 

world" (iWd.). , r*. , u. 

Such was the background of political discussion and political phi- 
losophy in the colonies when Thomas Jefferson wrote those unfor- 
gettable words: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men 
are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain 
inalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit 
of Happiness. Tliat to secure these rights, Governments are insti- 
tuted among Men, deriving their just powers from tlie consent of the 
governed. That whenever any Form of Government becomes de- 
structive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to 
abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on 
such principles and organising its powers in such form, as to them 
shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. . , 

“Nearly all of this doctrine had been set forth in hundreds of 
pamphlets and letters to the newspapers, and probably in thousands 
of speeches of which we have no record. Even many of the phrases 
can be found in some of these writings, and in the Virginia Declara- 
tion of Rights.’’" B«t the Declaration of Independence is the most 
important and the most eloquent statement of American political 
philosopliy. It has been superseded by no other declaration of princi- 
ples. 

Nevertheless, when the time came to frame the Constitution of the 
newly created United States of America, so much .argument arose 
over the nature of government, over questions of representation in, 
and division of, government, and of the duties and rights of each of 
its branches, that more than once it seemed impossible to reconcile 
the various factions and diversified interests. No question was more 
controversial, however, than the question of the ultimate source of 
sovereignty and of power. “Were all men equal by wrtue of natural 
existence or was equality to be understood as a relative right, to apply 
differently to the various strata in society? Were the masses to de- 
termine for thehiselves in what their own greatest happiness might 
consist or was their destiny to be determined for them by a superior 
minority?’’" To, these questions two distinct answers were given. 
One was essentially a defense of aristocracy, the other an advocacy of 
democracyj both were derived from the conception of natural law. 

ISWrJgbt, 98, 

Ujtodenoo, P, R„ Rod Pheh, K. H.. Pkiloiophy in Aiutrica, iSS. Cf, Curti. eP, 
£it,« Cb> ‘‘The Conservative ReacUo|i.'’ 
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Even before the Constitution was written the controversy was 
on.*^ It lasted well into the post-Revolutionary period. John Adams 
and John Taylor were the representative exponents cA the divergent 
schools of thought. But by the end of the second decade of the nine** 
teendi century “Adams was defending a dydng cause, Taylor the in- 
creasingly popular point of view.” Democracy had carried the day 
in America.** 

The appeal to natural law had served its purpose and was gradu- 
ally omitted from political controversies. The statesmen and poli- 
ticians of the nineteenth century did not repudiate the principle but, 
on the whole, feit no need for it. Andrew Jackson, shrewd politician 
and man of action, was probably typical in this respect. He was not 
interested in ultimate principles of political piiilosophy but in concrete 
objectives to be accomplished through practical measures.*^ A few 
casual references to the natural rights of men might serve his aims 
and interests, but he was never interested in the question of natural 
rights as such. Nor was it otherwise with Lincoln, who seems to have 
taken for granted the soundness of the natural rights doctrine — ^and 
this despite the fact that iff the controversy over the question of 
slavery both sides argued from a theory of natural law. The idea of 
“natural rights” had become an unconsciously assumed premise of 
American culture. 

But we must return to another phase of the intellectual life in 
America prior to and during the period of the Revolution. 

3. Deism in America 

Among the many factors and forces which undermined and even- 
tually disrupted orthodox Puritanism, we noted in particular an in- 
creasing tendency to forsake the simple piety of an earlier period and 
to substitute for it a theological system, logically integrated and 
dialectically defended. The appeal was made more and more to man’s 
reason ratlier than to bis. heart. “Natural evidences” supplanted 
supernatural revelation as “proof’ of the existence of God.** Logical 
demonstrability became the ultimate criterion in theological disputes. 
And thus the ground was being prepared for the spreading of Deism 
in America. 

Jacobson, J. Mark, .The Development of American PoHfieal Theughtj New York, 

1932. 

IS Cf. Gabriel, Ralph H., The Course of American Democraiic Thought^ New York, 
1940. 

C/. ScUeainger, A. M., Jr., The Age of Jackson, Boston, 1945. 

18 Mather, Cotton, for eitampte, in hia hook. The Ckrixlfan PhUasopher C1721), 
baaed hia rellgloua apeculationa almost entirely upon the ars^ument from design. 
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As yet, hown’cr, there stU] arose staunch defenders of the ortho- 
dox view. Foremost among them was Jonathan Edwards — the last 
and greatest of the Puritan mystics.*® He revived the Calvinistic 
doctrines of the total depravity of man and of the necessity of divine 
grace for man's salvation. He insisted upon God’s arbitrary power 
to elect whom He pleases, and upon conversion as the sole ground of 
admission to Holy Communion. He sharply distinguished between 
“a truly religious and merely moral life,” and he “elaborated the dis- 
tinctions between truly 'gracious affections’ and the welter of hys- 
terics, false sentimentality, and delusive enthusiasm” which accom- 
panied the Great Awakening in New England. His intentions were 
to lead his contemporaries back to the “pure doctrine” of the Fathers. 
But by a strange irony of fate he actually became the leading genius 
of a movement which, in the end, brought about a permanent rupture 
between church and state and destroyed only the more effectively the 
old theocratic system of the Puritan divines. The Great Awaken- 
ing,®® which started in Edwards’s own church in 1734 and which 
spread rapidly through all the colonies, soon demonstrated that an 
emotional revival was not enough to re-establish Puritanism in its 
original form. The ideal of piety and purity upon which Edwards in- 
sisted turned out to be as incomprehensible to the masses as it was 
unattainable. The reaction was inevitable. When the initial wave of 
enthusiasm and emotional fervor had spent itself, the Great Awaken- 
ing came to an end and, emotionally exhausted, the people of the 
colonies turned to Deism and its sober appeal to reason. 

Deism was, of course, an importation from Europe, where the 
new science of Copernicus, Galileo, Kepler, and Newton had provided 
the basis for this “scientific” philosophy and religion. But the colo- 
nies were more than ready to receive the new gospel. Indeed it was 
logical that the rationalistic tendencies which became ever more ap- 
parent in the intellectual life of America should find their full realiza- 
tion in this thoroughly rationalistic doctrine. The conception of tlie 
universe as“a vast machine set in motion by an Efficient Cause and 
run according to immutable natural laws,” "amazed and charmed” 
ei’en conservative Puritans. 


As rariy as 1714 Cotton Mather preached the Copernican ffieory 
from his pulpit in Boston. Through almanacs and popularized com- 
mentaries the essence of Newtonian mechanics became known 
througho ut the colonies. As a matter of fact, Newton’s Pnneipia 

i»Cf. Allen, Alexander V. G, /tfnalAon tUawii BMton 1889 • Tr.«» «i. <ri 

ss.fsr“- ^ <- 

»Cf. SekneSder. Herbert W.. TA. Pnrften Wind, ch. 4. "The Great Awakening.” 
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Alafhemalica itself was well known in America, as was I/scke’s An 
Essay Concerning Human Understanding. In addition, the writings 
of English and French deists — of Bolingbroke, Collins, Shaftesbury, 
and Wollaston; of Cabanis, Condorcet, Diderot, Voliiey, and Vol- 
taire — were available in practically all libraries and were read widely. 

Nevertheless the deistic movement gathered momentum but slowly 
in the colonies. Not until after 1760 did it attain a noteworthy in- 
fluence, and not until 1783 did it become outspokenly militant. In 
that year, however, a number of American states officially established 
religious discriminations of various sorts and thereby enraged the 
deists to whom liberty meant '‘freedom not only from English but 
from ecclesiastical interference,” The reaction was instantaneous and 
vigorous. In order to combat "clerical meddling," the champions of 
the new doctrine tried to show (i) that the "real and essentially 
deistic teachings" of Jesus had been "perverted" by priests and 
preachers who substituted rituals and an elaborate theology for the 
“simple and natural truths of natural religion" and (2) that the 
stories of supernatural revelations and, in particular, the Bible itself, 
the "source of all priestly pretensions to authority," were either 
records of "childish superstitions" or "unscrupulous forgeries." 

It was about this time (1784) that Ethan Allen, a self-confessed 
"religious and moral deist," published his ponderous and distinctly 
anti-Christian book, Eeasau, the Only Oracle of Man; Or a Com- 
pendious System of Natural Religioft. In it he maintained that "if 
mankind would dare to exercise their reason as freely on divine 
topics, as they do in the common concerns of life, they would in a 
great measure rid themselves of their blindness and superstition, gain 
more exalted ideas of God and their obligations to him and to one 
another, and be proportionably delighted and blessed with the views 
of his moral government, make better members of society, and ac- 
quire many powerful incentives to the practice of morality, which is 
the last and greatest perfection that human nature is capable of.’*^ 

After all, so Allen argued, man’s reason is God-given. It “is not, 
and cannot be depraved" ; for “it bears a likeness to divine reason” 

21 ThamaB Jefferson, for example, argued that tbe moral ayatem of jesua was '*tbe 
most benevolent and sublime probably that bas ever been taught.” This system, be 
maintained, had been corrupted, however, these would-be diaeiplea who ”had dis- 
dgured and sopblsHcated his actions and precepts, from views of personal Interest, so 
as to induce the unthinking part of mankind to throw off the whole gyatem in disgust, 
and to pass ocntence as an impostor on the most innocent, the most benevolent, the 
most eloquent and sublime character Chat has ever been exhibited to man.” As Jefferson 
viewed it, the goapel doctrine was but a circumscription of "natural religion,'* Identical 
with the tsaencft of Deism since It teaches "belief in one God, the practice of virtue, 
and the existence of a future state/' 

22 Allen, £., Rtatan, the Only Orveh of iU ctn, 24, 25. ' 



34 philosophical IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch.a 

and “is of the same kind.” "And though human reason cannot under- 
stand everything, yet in such things, which it does understand, its 
knowledge which is acquired by reasoning, is as true and certain, as 
the divine knowledge may be supposed to be” (ibid. 183). Indeed, 
reason is even "the standard by which we determine the respective 
claims of revelation; for otherwise we may as well subscribe to the 
divinity of the one as of the other, or to the whole of them, or to none 
at all” (475). 

God exists — this much at least is certain so far as Allen is con- 
cerned. The “sense of dependent^ ’ which we experience so keenly as 
we face the world about us "discloses to our minds the certainty of a 
Supreme Being.” And although "the scries of the succession of 
causes cannot be followed in a retrospective succession up to the self- 
existent or eternal cause, it is, nevertheless, a perpetual and conclusive 
evidence of a God. For a .succession of causes, considered collectively, 
can be nothing more than effects of the independent cause, and is as 
much dependent on it, as those dependent causes are upon one an- 
other; so that we may with certainty conclude that the system of 
nature, which we call by the name of natural causes, is as much de- 
pendent on a self-existent cause, as an individual of the species in the 
order of generation is d^iendent on its progenitors for existence” 
(27-29). The “self-existent cause” of nature is God. 

True, we cannot compreliend God's "essence, eternity or manner 
of existence” ; for we are but finite and are limited in our understand- 
ing. However, Allen contends, "as far as we understand nature, we 
are become acquainted with the character of God; for the knowledge 
of nature is the revelation of God” (30). And nature, as we know it, 
revels wisdom, order, and design”— elements, in other words, 
which cannot be the product of chaos and confusion. They proclaim 
loudly God’s wisdom and power.— But more than this is involved. 

As we analyse human experience, we distinguish "justice from in- 
justice, truth from falsehood, right from wrong, virtue from vice, and 
praiseworthiness from blameworthiness”; and "we are capable of 
fornung a complex idea of a moral character which when done in the 
most deliberate, die wisest and most rational manner in our power, 
we arc certain bears a resemblance to the divine perfections,” "For 
as we l«m from die woiks of nature an idea of the power and wis- 
dom of God, so from our own rational nature we learn an idea of his 
.ntoral perfections” (Ch. I, Sect. 3),', Seeing that the manifestations 
of nature are always beneficial to man, "we are morally sure, that of 
a« possible plOTs, infinite wisdom must have eternally adopted the 
best, and infinite goodness have approved it, and infinite power per- 
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fected it” (82). "Moral goodness and happiness,” therefore, "will 
ultimately be victorious over sin and nuscry” and "will undoubtedly 
be more conspicuously so in the future stages of our immortality” 
(133). 

In the world which Allen describes for his readers, miracles are 
impossible, for they contradict the laws of nature. Belief in miracles 
is therefore but a remnant of superstition. Prayer is ineffectual and 
superfluous, "The only way to procure food, raiment, or the necessi- 
ties or conveniences of life is by natural means” and "by actual exer- 
tion"; "and the only way to obtain virtue or morality is to practice 
and habituate ourselves to it, not to pray to God for it" (Ch. VI, 
Sect. 4). 

This positive effort to develop a "natural religion" was supple- 
mented in Allen's work by bis negative attitude towards all "revealed 
religions" and towards Christianity in partiailar. Condemning as he 
did the Trinitarian doctrine as unintelligible and as contrary to 
reason, and discarding the belief in the original fall of man, Allen 
“repudiated the basic tenets of the Christian creed." He also dis- 
counted all prophecies as "vague, questionable and contradictory." 
He subjected the Old Testament as a whole to a searching criticism 
and, having disproved to his own satisfaction the infaltibllity of the 
Bible, he reject^ the thesis of the divine origin of the Scriptures. Al- 
though he was not particularly original in his reasoning, Allen re- 
flected clearly the spirit of his time and anticipated, at least in princi- 
ple, the popular writings of Thomas Paine. 

The Christian apologists replied with a reasoned defense of mira- 
cles and prophecies, and denied the adequacy of a purely natural re- 
ligion, From the pulpits and in newspaper articles they denounced in 
no uncertain terms Deism and all it stood for. Their vituperations 
culminated in Timothy Dwight’s "poetic work,” The Triumph of /«- 
fidelity (1788) which, because of its acrimonious attack upon the 
deists, harmed rather than benefited the cause it was meant to serve. 
The deists struck back — and struck back with a vengeance. From 
1789 to 1805 they became increasingly militant. Whereas before tills 
time Deism had been an "aristocratic cult confined almost solely to 
the ‘well-to-do classes,’ ” Paine’s book. The Age of Reason (1794), 
popularized the new gospel and brought it to the masses of rural and 
urban America alike ; and Eliliu Palmer organized deistic societies, 
established lectureships, and founded newspapers "in order to propa- 
gate the ‘new religion.* Soon it could truthfully be said that "hoys 

engaged in dressing flax, students enrolled in leading colleges, men 

2a MoraiSj K. M., fit Bighttenth Century America, 120. 



36 philosophical IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch. 2 

enjoying the liospitelity of convivial taverns were reading or eagerly 
discussing Paine’s tract” (121). 

The positive creed of Tliomas Paine was succinctly formulated 
and clearly stated in The Age of Reason. It was : (a) “I believe in 
one God, and no more; and I hope for happiness beyond this life” ; 
and (b) *T believe in the equality of man; and I believe that religious 
duties consist in doing justice, loving mercy, and endeavoring to make 
our fellow creatures happy" (6). 

Jesus, for Paine, “was a virtuous and an amiable man. The 
morality that he preached and practized was of the most benevolent 
kind" (12). “This virtuous reformer and revolutionist" (15) 
preached “the oiuali^ of man” (14). He “founded no new system” ; 
but “he called men to the practice of moral virtues and the belief of 
one God. The great in his character is philanthropy” (31 ) . 

“The word of God,” Paine maintained, “is the creation we be- 
hold : and it is in this word, which no human invention can counter- 
feit or alter, that God speaketh universally to man” (38). “Creation 
. . . preaches to all nations and to all worlds; and this word of God 
reveals to man all that is necessary for man to know of C^d” (40). 
“The only idea [therefore] which man can affix to the name of God 
U that of a ^rst cause, the cause of all things” (41). 

“The true Deist has but one Deity, and his religion consists In con- 
templating the power, wisdom, and benignity of the Deity in his 
works, and in endeavoring to imitate him in everything moral, scien- 
tific, and mechanical” (66), “The only idea we can have of serving 
God is that of contributing to the happiness of the living creation that 
God has made” (81). 

On the negative side Paine confessed that “1 do not believe in the 
creed confessed by the Jewish church, by the Roman church, by the 
Greek church, by the Turkish church, by the Protestant church, nor 
by any church that I know of. My own mind is my church. — ^AIl na- 
tional institutions of churches, whether Jewish, Christian or Turkish, 
appear to me no other than human inventions, set up to terrify and 
enslave mankind, and monopolize power and profit” (6), 

Thomas Paine was therefore resolved “to show that the Bible is 
spurious, and thus, by taking away the foundation, to overthrow at 
once the whole structure of superstition raised thereon” (164). He 
attempted to show “that the Bible and the Testament are impositions 
upon the world, that the fall of man, the account of Jesus Christ being 
die S(m of God, and of bis dying to appease the wrath of God, and of 
salvation by ffiat strange means, are all fabulous inventions, dishonor- 
able to the wisdom and power of the Almighty ; that the only true re- 
ligion is Deism” (215-216). 



FROM COLONIES TO STATEHOOD 


37 


Ch,al 

It must be recorded, however, that Paine's contempt for revelation 
and his hatred of ecclesiastical institutions so colored and warped his 
judgment that he was utterly incapable of viewing objectively or ap- 
praising correctly the object of his attack. His thinking was neither 
profound nor well balanced. At times his misconceptions and distor- 
tions of the essence of Christianity are s^palling. Much of Paine’s 
criticism of Biblical texts is, of course, well supported by a meticulous 
“higher criticism” and is today generally accepted as sound ; but the 
spirit in which Paine wrote is repugnant. His language is caustic, 
rude, and uncouth — ^the language of hatred rather than of philo- 
sophical reflection. 

Like Paine, Elihu Palmer, in his Principles of Nature (1801), 
"denied the divine authority of the Bible." He "discarded as absurd 
and immoral” the doctrines of the Trinity, of the Immaculate Concep- 
tion, and of original sin, and he did his very best to popularize the 
deistic teachings of "one perfect God” and of "the practice of a pure, 
natural, uncorrupted virtue.” But his efforts and the efforts of the 
other deists of his time called forth redoubled counteractions on the 
part of the defenders of orthodox Christianity. Missionary agencies 
and Bible societies were organized; theological seminaries were 
founded and Sunday schools were instituted. Orthodox magazines 
challenged the new deistic publications, and the issue of Deism versus 
Christianity had its reverterations even in the political campaign of 
1800, when Thomas Jefferson was elected President of the United 
States. 

When all is said, however, the Deism of Paine and Palmer was 
"far from being popular” in the States — and this despite the most 
Strenuous efforts of the deists in behalf of their "natural religion.” 
The radicalism of these men found but little real sympathy in the 
broad masses, and Paine’s Age of Reason might have remained a 
relatively unknown diatribe against Christianity had it not been at- 
tained so widely from the pulpit and in the press. It was primarily 
because of these attacks that Deism in the late eighteenth century "at- 
tracted an attention which was out of proportion to its actual in- 
fluence.”** 

By the early nineteenth century the deistic movement was on the 
wane; its hope for the future ebbed away. Deism in America was 
eclipsed and superseded, at least temporarily, by a new semireligious 
and philosophical movement: the Transcendentalism of New Eng- 
land. 


op. cit., 1S3. 
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TRANSCENDENTALISM IN NEW ENGLAND 

1. New Interests in America 

During the Revolutionary period Philadelphia had become the 
cultural center of the American colonies and, as the first capital of the 
United States, it retained this position for some time. For decades 
no other American city could be compared to it in refinement, wealth, 
and cultural attainments. In 1800, however, it was easily tlie most 
provincial spot on this side of the Atlantic; and this despite tlie fact 
that there were discernible in all parts of the United States certain 
economic trends and transformations which changed the whole pic- 
ture of American culture and changed it radically. The colonial 
period with its static economy had come to an end. A politically and 
economically independent nation was in the making. 

By 1830 New York had 200,000 inhabitants, Philadelphia ISO,- 
000, Boston 60,000, and Pittsburgh 12,500. But American society 
was as yet “colonial in that it was not only derived from Europe but 
looked to Europe for standards of manners and taste.’’^ The great 
body of middle-class Americans was distinctly provincial in attitude 
and ideals, “with characteristics and habits as yet unblended.” In 
New England the Puritan tradition was still sufficiently vital to 
assure a community standard of “plain living wd high thinking.” In 
the South the “reasonably successful” molded their life after the 
pattern of the landed aristocracy of Great Britain. They had more 
time for relaxation than anybody else in the United States, but their 
impressive estates were found “cheek by jowl” with the ragged, ill- 
formed holdings of the less fortunate,’ In New York and Penn^l- 
vania conditions were different still. Here the dominant strains of 
the Dutch, the English, and the Germans were intermingle with 
practically every other naticmality in that helter-skelter of variegated’ 
habits and customs and gei^l world views which has always char- 
acterized the middle group of American settlements. Tlie West, 
finally, was in “its awkward age.” Most people there lived in prirhi'^ 

I Fishi C. R., Th 0 RUe of tht Common Man, 17- 
26*27. 
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live log cabins "surrounded by a few roughly cleared areas,” and 
the struggle for existence consumed all their energies. But a spirit 
of youthful confidence prevailed in this region. “Nowhere in the 
country were the new impulses of the time so strongly felt,"’ and 
nowhere was the idea of the equality of all men so fervently accepted 
as here,* 

Between 1830 and 1850 the pc^dation of the United States in- 
creased from less than thirteen million to more than twenty-three 
million. Two and a half million immigrants came to our shores 
during this time. The rest of the increase in population was native. 

As a result of the population pressure in the East, the frontier 
moved west to cover Ohio, northern Indiana and Illinois, the pen- 
insula of Michigan, southern Wi.sconsin, and southeastern Iowa. 
New and ever new land was opened up for settlement, and louder and 
louder grew the demand that America realize its "Manifest Destiny" 
by claiming and occupying the whole nortliern continent. 

An "enormous optimism" prevailed everywhere and was fast be- 
coming an "American characteristic” — ^and not without reason. 
Only a short while ago the political dreams and aspirations of the 
world’s greatest thinkers had here become a reality. They had been 
"crystallized and condensed into the Constitution" and were now an 
effective instrument of gov'ernment in the service of the people. Lib- 
erty was "a thing realized," and its realization Avas "impregnated into 
the very bone and sinew of the Americans."’ In his own country 
every American was a sovereign, not merely in theory but as a matter 
of fact. 

Then, too, this was the age when men caught the first true 
glimpse of the tremendous possibilities for development which the un- 
limited resources of the land offered. But as yet life was relatively 
simple. “The more important tasks of the day could be performed by 
good brains and strong characters, with comparatively little selective 
training.- To be an American was enough to have all doors open."’ 
There' was no need for higher professional training, and. the absence 
of this training “made communion with the inteltectual almost as easy 
as entrance into the ranks of the opulent." It was the American view 
that “free men could be trusted to want what was right and to get 
it.”» 

SAM.. 30. 

^Cf. Turner, Frederick JacloKiii, TAe Ffontitr in American History, New York, 
1920. 
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For some time New England remained relatively untouched by the 
great changes that took place in the other parts of America. The 
stream of immigrants passed it by. On its “secluded little farms" life 
went on as before, and only its shipping centers showed some traces 
of economic advancement. By 1830, however, a striking cliange had 
taken place in Boston. Manufacturing firms had been established, 
and a new group of entrepreneurs began to dominate the social and 
political life of the city. Textile mills “began weaving a new pattern 
of life for New England.” The old barriers, established by Puritan 
dogmatism and upheld by a provincialism that had become tradi- 
tional, were broken down, and for the first time in its history “the 
mind of New England gave itself over to a great adventure in liber- 
alism.”* 

When the romantic revolution in art and philosophy that had 
made such vast strides in Europe finally broke in upon the Puritan 
mind, the result was a unique venture in speculative philosophy and a 
semireligious faith — the Transcendentalism of New England, 

This revolution, wliidi got under way in 1836, was facilitated by 
certain developments in the field of religion. Atheism was at this 
time practically unknown in New England, Deism was on the de- 
cline, or at least not so many prominent men professed it as did in the 
preceding generation. The connection of religion with the practical 
problems of life was more and more enrphasized. A distinctly hu' 
manitarian and social point of view prevailed in tlie leading pulpits, 
and “preachers such as William Ellery Channing, Theodore Parker, 
and Henry Ward Beecher became national figures,”® Revivals were 
going on constantly, and foreign missions were started. Here, as in 
every other phase of life, a spirit of adventure and of youthful op- 
timism found idealized expression. 

This period also witnessed a transformation of Unitarianism, In 
its earlier stages this “liberalistic religion” had thrived on its nega- 
tions and denials — notably on its denial of the divinity of Christ and 
of salvation by grace. But Channing now emphasized its positive side 
and insisted upon the merits of good works. He perhaps more than 
anyone else united the forces of religion with humanitarian reforms 
and developed "the idea of social service by the churches which has- 
become so chara^ristic of American Christianity.”" Under his 
i^dership Unitarianism became what it always lias been at its best! 
“a huma nistic religion, rational, ethical, individual, yet witli deep and 
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warm social sympathies. Transcendentalism encountered here 
a religious movement of kindred spirit and with comparable 
aims. 

But Transcendentalism drew also from French Utopianism, Ger> 
man mysticism, and the romanticism of the English poets — fusing 
the most heterogeneous elements into one compact faith and aspira- 
tion whidi was yet native to the American soil and expressive of 
American idealism and faith. “The American scene was a cliallenge; 
and men rose to it.“^* 

Emerson wrote in “The Young American”: “One cannot look on 
the freedom of this country, in connection with its youth, without a 
presentiment that here shall laws and institutions exist in some pro- 
portion to the majesty of Nature. ... It is a country of beginnings, of 
projects, of vast designs and expectations. It has no past : all has an 
onward and prospective look.” And Melville said somewhat later: 
“God has predestined, mankind expects, great things from our race; 
and great things we feel in our souls. The rest of the nations must 
soon be in our rear. We are the pioneers of the world ; the advance 
guard, sent on through tire wilderness of untried things, to break a 
new path in the New World that is ours. In our youth is our strength ; 
in our experience, our wisdom.” This was the spirit in which Trans- 
cendentalism was born and the atmosphere in which it was nourished. 
The promise of America was the lifeblood in its veins. 

2. The General Charactw o£ Transcendentalism 

Transcendentalism is usually spoken of as a philosophy, but “it is 
more justly regarded as a gospel.’’** It was certainly more than a 
“reaction against formalism and tradition, though it took that form.” 
And it was also more than a “reaction against Puritan orthodoxy, 
though In part it was that” too. Transcendentalism was “an en- 
thusiasm, a wave of sentiment, a breath of wind that caught up such 
as were prepared to receive it, elated them, transported them, and 
passed on.”“ “Practically, it was an assertion of the inalienable worth 
of man; theoretically, it was an assertion of supernatural attributes to 
die natural constitution of mankind.”** It was “an intellectual fer- 
ment, not a strictly reasoned doctrine" ; “a Renaissance of conscious, 
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living faith in the power of reason, in the reality of spiritual insight, 
in the privilege, beauty, and glory of life.”“ “It was the glowing ex- 
pression of philosophic Utopianism, the flaring up of old Ares of 
idealism, before the scientiflc and materialistic reactions destroyed its 
romantic dreams.’’” 

Frothingham informs us that “it was a common prejudice that 
Transceiidentalists were visionaries and enthusiasts, who in pursuit 
of principles neglected duties, and while seeking for The Real and 
The Absolute forgot the actual and the relative.” Actually th^ “were 
the most strenuous workers of their day, and at the problems which 
the day flung down before them.” “They achieved more practical 
benefit for society, in proportion to their numbers and the duration 
of their existence,” than any comparable group of men and women of 
their time.” 

Visionaries there were among them, of course; and “idle, dreamy, 
useless people.” But the real fruit of Transcendentalism was “ear- 
nestness, aspiration, and enthusiastic energy.” The principal tlieme 
around which the whole movement centered was “sdf-culture” — die 
persistent striving after “the perfect unfolding of our individual na- 
ture as F. H. Hedge defined it “The culture of that nobler self 
which includes heart and conscience, sympathy and spirituality, not 
as incidental ingredients, but as essential qualities.”” 

The Transcendentalists believed in man’s ability to apprehend ab- 
solute Truth, absolute Justice, absolute Rectitude, absolute Goodness. 
They spoke of The Right, The True, The Beautiful as eternal realities 
which mian can discover in the world and which he can incorporate 
into his life. And they were convinced of the unlimited perfectibility 
of man. They were satisfied with nothing “so long as it did not cor- 
respond to the ideal in the enlightened soul.” 

It follows from this that the Transcendentalists were by nature 
reformers, dissatiriied with men as they were, always enthusiastically 
h<ving for change and working, to bring it about. Their method of 
reform followed from the basic principle of their world view. “It was 
the method of individual awakening and regeneration, and waS to be 
inducted through the simplest ministries of family, neighborhood 
fraternity, quite wide of associations and institutions!” "The true 
mformer," we ate told, 'initiates his labor in the precincts of private 
makes it, not a set of measures, not an utterance, not a pledge 
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merely, but a life; and not an impulse of a day, but commensurate 
with human existence ; a tendency towards perfection of facing."^ 

Thus, as Frothingham puts it, the Transcendentalist "was less a 
reformer of human circumstance than a regenerator of the human 
spirit, and he was never a destroyer except as destruction accotnpa- 
nied the process of regeneration.” He had nothing to do with reform 
measures that did not arise from an abounding faith in the spiritual 
dignity of man, or that were not aimed at the enhancement of that 
dignity. He was fervently antislave in his sentiments because he saw 
in the slave "the same humanity that appeared in the master.” He 
was an ardent champion of education because he believed in "the 
latent capacity of every child” and sought to stimulate this capacity 
"by the best methods” and "to the best ends.”** 

“Taking his faith with him into the world of nature and human 
life, the Transcendentalist, sure of the divine wisdom and love, found 
ever}Mvhere joy for mourning and beauty for ashes." And "taking 
his belief with him into the world of history, the Transcendentalist 
discovered the faith in God beneath all errors, delusions, idolatries, 
and superstition. He read it into unintelligible scriptures; he drew it 
forth from obsolete symbols ; he dragged it to the light from the dark* 
ness of hateful shrines and the bloody mire of pagan altars."** His 
faith was profound. “Its influence on thought and life was immediate 
and powerful. Religion felt it, literature, laws, institutions." “It was 
invaluable as an inspiration.” “It made young men see visions and 
old men dream dreams." “Had it bequeathed nothing more than the 
literature that sprung from it, and the lives of the men and women 
who had their intellectual roots in it” — ^Emerson, Alcott, Margaret 
Fuller, Theodore Parker, George Riplqr, George Bancroft, James 
Freeman Qarke, and others — ^“it would have conferred a lasting 
benefit on America,”** As it is, no history of American literature or 
of American social and intellectual progress could be written without 
giving some account of the Transcendentalist Movement. Too in* 
tamately is it intertwined with the whole of our cultural development 
and with the cultural pattern that forms the background for modern 
American philosophy. 

This movement found its most worthy and most eloquent expres- 
sion in the essays and lectures of Emerson, of whom Josiah Royce 
said that he was one of the three outstanding American philosophers, 
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and whom many regard as the greatest thinker America has so far 
produced. 


3 . The philosophy of Emerson 


The problem of the sources of Emerson’s philosophy is of little in- 
terest to us at present," It is our aim, however, to understand 
that philosophy itself in its salient features, and to comprehend some- 
thing of the spirit that moved Emerson. 

The Transcendentalist, according to Emerson, believes "in mira- 
cles, in the perpetual openness of the human mind to a new influx of 
light and power; he believes in inspiration and in ecstasy” (I, 33S).*‘ 
"When all is said and done, the rapt saint is found the only logician. 
Not exhortation, not argument becomes our lips, but paeans of joy 
and praise" (1, 194-195). 

When called a philosopher, Emerson once said ; “I am in all my 
theory, ethics, and politics a poet” (I, 446). Nevertheless there is a 
basic “practicality" in his philosophy; for the test of a true theory, he 
insists, is “that it will explain ali phenomena” (I, 4). “Tlic one con- 
dition coupled with the gift of truth is its use. That man shall be 
learned who reduceth his learning to practice” (I, 222). And: "an 
action is the perfection and publication of tliought” (I, 45). — Only 
an American could have written that phrase. 

But there was more of America in Emerson’s writings than this. 
There was "the challenge of the American wilderness, the challenge 
of the new American society, where the European lost the security 
of his past in order to gain a better stake in the future.”" The rest- 
lessness of America animated Emerson; its hopes and aspirations 
gave wings to his thoughts. "Do not set the least value on what I 
do," he wrote, "nor the least discredit on what I do not, as if I pre- 
tended to settle anything as true or false. I unsettle all things. No 
facts to me are sacred; none are profane; I simply e;q)eriment, an 
endless seeker, with no Past at my back. . . . Why should we import 
rags and relics into the new hours? . . . Nothing is secure but 
life, transition, the energizing spirit. No love can be bound by 
oath or covenant to secure it against a higher love. No truth so 
sublime but it may be trivial tomorrow in the light of new thoughts. 
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People wish to be settled : only as far as they are unsettled is there 
any hope for them,” After all, "life only avails, not the having 
lived.” 

It was not surprising that a man animated by such thoughts should 
give us a picture of the world which is, in a sense, fragmentary and 
incomplete, Emerson himself, who disliked "foolish consistency” as 
the "hobgoblin of little minds” (II, 57), frankly confessed; "I know 
better than to claim completeness for my picture. I am a fragment, 
and this is a fragment of me” (III, 83). Nevertheless there is unity 
in his world view, and his philosophy is fragmentary only in its form. 

Basically, Emerson has never denied the inner unity of his 
thou^ts. On the contrary, he explicitly states that "he who contents 
himself with dotting a fragmentary curve, recording only what facts 
he has observed, without attempting to arrange them widiin one out- 
line, follows a system also — a system as grand as any other” (XU, 
11). Emerson distrusts only that “completeness of system which 
metaphysicians are apt to affect” (XII, 12) — ^a scepticism we appre- 
ciate today more than ever before. 

For Emerson "a noble doubt perpetually suggests itself, . . . 
whether nature outwardly exists” (1, 47). The cause of this doubt is 
"my utter impotence to test the authenticity of the report of my senses, 
to know whether the impressions th^ make on me correspond with 
outlying objects” {ihid.). Indeed, "the senses interfere everywhere, 
and mix their own structure with all they report of (II, 311) ; for 
"souls never touch their objects,” “Dream delivers ns to dream, 
and there is Uo end to illusion.” "There are moods in which we court 
suffering, in the hope that here at least we shall find reality” (III, 48, 
50) . But there is no way of penetrating to the heart of reality so long 
as we depend upon our senses for guidance. 

This scepticism concerning sense-knowledge, however, does not 
negate or destroy the "stability of nature” so far as Emerson is con- 
cerned } for even if we were to call nature an "illusion,” we would not 
thereby destroy its practical reality. After all, "whether nature enjoys 
a substantial existence without, or is only the apocalypse of the mind, 
it is alike useful and alike venerable to me” (1, 48). 

Now this nature, "brute but as the soul quickens it,” is "always the 
effect, mind the flowing cause” (VIII, 223). "The Intellect builds 
the universe and is the key to all it contains” (XII, 5). “Every law 
in nature, as gravity, centripetence, repulsion, polarity, undulation, 
has a counterpart in the intellect” (VIII, 222-223), so t^t there pre- 
vails a "perfect parallelism between the laws of Nature and the laws 
of thought” (VIII, 8). 
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This parallelism is the cornerstone of the whole philosophical edi- 
fice of Emerson; for it leads him to the discovery of a “universal 
soul,” of a Creator Spirit behind the manifestations of nature (I, 27). 

There are passages in Emerson’s writings which seem to imply 
that we ourselves are the Creator of nature: "What if you sliall come 
to realize that the play and the playground of all this pompous history 
are radiations from yourself, and that the sun borrows his beams?” 
(VI, 318). “Nature always wears the colors of the spirit. To a man 
laboring under calamity, the heat of his own fire hath sadness in it. 
Then tliere is a kind of contempt of the landscape felt by him who has 
just lost by death a dear friend. The sky is less grand as it shuts 
down over less worth in the population” (1, 11), "Nature and litera- 
ture are subjective phenomena; every evil and every good thing is a 
shadow whidi we cast” (III, 76). "The reason why the world lacks 
unity, and lies broken and in heaps, is because man is disunited with 
himself. He cannot be a naturalist until he satisfies all the demands 
of the spirit” (I, 73-74). This is true, Emerson tells us, although 
man “does not see that he only is real, and the world his mirror and 
echo” (X, 191). 

Still, even Emerson cannot rest satisfied with this complete sub- 
jectivism. Beyond the human mind he finds a Spirit of a higher 
order. Nature, he tells us, "always speaks of Spirit. It suggests the 
absolute. ... It is a great shadow pointing always to tlie sun behind 
us” (I, 61). "Nothing is of us. . . . All is of God” (III, 69). Even 
"a little consideration of what takes place around us every day would 
show us that a higher law than tliat of our will regulates events” (II, 
138). And “as with events, so widi thoughts. ... I am ... not a 
cause but a surprised spectator . , . from some alien energy the 
visions come” (II, 268). 

For Emerson the subjective and objective aspects just aliuded to 
fuse into one coherent system; for "I am born into the great, the 
universal mind. ... I am somehow receptive of the great soul, and 
thereby do I overlook the sun and the stars and feel them to be the 
fair accidents and effects which change and pass. More and more the 
surges of everlasting nature enter into me, and I become public an,d 
human in my regards and actions. So come I to live in thoughts 
and act with, energies which are immortal” (II, 296). Stated con- 
- cisely, to say that the human mind creates its objects and to say that 
God Creates them is, for Emerson,, but to say the same thing in dif- 
ferrot ways;;for "there is one’mind common to all individual men,'?- 
and he "who hath access to this universal mind is a party to pll that is 
or can be done, for this is the only and sovereign agent”. (11, • 3) , ^‘Of 
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the universal mind each individual man is one more incarnation. All 
its properties consist in him” (11, 4). “I am part and parcel of Giod” 
( 1 . 10 ). 

As Emerson matured in his thinking he became increasingly 
aware of the inevitable implication of his original position — the im> 
plication, namely, that the individual who is “part and parcel of God” 
is really no individual at all ; and he felt that persons and things disap- 
peared in “an all-absorbing totality.” “I wish to speak with all respect 
of persons,” he tells us at one time, “but . . . they melt so fast into 
each other ... it needs an effort to treat them as individuals. . . . But 
this is flat rebellion. Nature will not be Buddhist. . . . She will not 
remain orbed in a thought, but rushes into persons” (III, 235-236). 
Thus we have, on the one hand, "that overpowering reality,” "that 
Unity, that 'Over-Soul,' within which every man’s particular being 
is contained and made one with all other” (II, 268) ; and we have, 
on the other hand, Nature "rushing into persons” — and into persons, 
at that, who have the power to choose dther to break the laws of 
Nature or to become absorbed in Universal Being: 

For He that rufeth high and wise. 

Nor pauseth in His plan, 

Will take the sun out of the skies. 

Ere freedom out of man (IX, 200). 

Freedom and the moral law thus come to play a fundamental part 
in Emerson’s philosophy. “Tlie moral law,” he says, “lies at the 
centre of nature and radiates to the circumference. It is the pith and 
marrow of every substance, every relation, and every process” (1, 41- 
42). "When we break the laws, we lose our hold on the central 
reality” (VI, 322). 

Emerson maintains at all times that "in the divine order, intellect 
is primary, nature secondary: it is the memory of the mind.” “That 
which once existed in the intellect as pure law has now taken body as 
Nature” (I, 197). But in his early period he regards the world as 
predominantly static, not evolutionary. He thinks of nature as a 
“symbol” or “shadow” of spirit, an incarnation “in the unconscious,” 
the “end or last issue of spirit” (1, 34). True, Emerson suggests that 
there exists an “occult relation between man and vegetable” (1, 10) ; 
but he does not raise the question as to how this relation came into 
existence. Soon, however, Emerson comes under the influence of 
Lamarck, and he now reaches the conclusion that “man is related by 
his form to the world about him ; by his soul to the universe, — passing 
through what a scale, from reptile sympathies to enthusiasm and 
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ecstasy.’’*^ The explanation of these affinities Emerson ultimately 
finds in the Neoplatonic doctrine of emanation— which he interprets 
in his own idealistic manner. “It is a steep stair down,” he tells us, 
“from the essence of Intellect pure to thoughts and intellections. As 
the sun is conceived to have made our system by hurling out from 
itself the outer rings of diffuse ether which slowly condensed into 
earths and moons, by a hi^er force of the same law tlie mind de- 
taches minds, and a mind detaches thoughts or intellections. These 
again all mimic in their sjAericity the first mind, and share its power” 
(XII, 1M8). 

Even the “metals and animals ... are words of God and as fugi- 
tive as other words” (11, 314). 

However, Emerson cannot regard himself as but a mere thought 
of some great Being. For “whilst we converse with truths as 
thoughts, they exist also as plastic forces; as the soul of a man, the 
soul of a plant, the genius or constitution of any part of Nature, which 
makes it what it is. The thought which was in the world, part and 
parcel of the world, has disengaged itself and taken an independent 
existence” (XII, 6). 

During his first period (1836), so we have seen, Emerson is con- 
vinced of the reality of his own being, but the world he regards as “a 
divine dream, from which we may presently awake to ffie glories and 
certainties of day” (I, 62). By 1860 he finds our “pretension ... of 
selfhood” “fading with the rest,” and he is convinced "that, in the 
endless striving and ascents, the metamorphosis is entire” (VI, 319- 
320). He reaches a position in many respects similar to that of the 
German philosopher Sclielling.“ 

The Universal Spirit, so Emerson maintains now, may be known 
through a study of nature in its development from inorganic matter • 
to man; for the “existence of tlie material world” is but "the ex- 
pression of the spiritual or real” (XII, 5 ; also X, 74). "The astrono- 
mers said, ‘Give us matter and a little motion and we will construct 
the universe. It is not oiough tliat we should have matter, we must 
also have a single impulse, one shove to launch the mass and generate 
the harmony of the centrifugal and centripetal forces.’ . . . Nature, 
meanwhile, had . . . bestow^ the impulse and the balls rolled. . . . 
That famous aboriginal push propagates itself through all the 
of the systems and tliroug^ every atom of every ball; titrough all the 
races of c reatures, and through the history and performances of every 
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individual” (III, 184). And tiius it comes about that “the visible 
creation is the terminus or the circumference of the invisible world” 
(I, 34-35). “Not the cause, but an ever-novel effect, nature descends 
always from above. It is unbroken obedience” (1, 199). 

This process of emanation is not only complete, but it is perpetual : 
“We can never surprise nature in a comer; never find the end of a 
thread, never tell where to set the first stone. The bird hastens to lay 
her egg: the egg hastens to be a bird. The wholeness we admire in 
the order of the world is the result of inBnite distribution ... its 
permanence is perpetual inclioation. Every natural fact is an emana- 
tion, and that from which it emanates is an emanation also, and from 
every emanation is a new emanation. If anything could stand still, it 
would be crushed and dissipated by the torrent it resisted, and if it 
were a mind, would be crazed” (1, 199). “We can point nowhere to 
anything final ; but tendency appears on all hands : planet, system, 
constellation, total nature is growing like a field of maize in July; is 
becoming somewhat else in rapid metamorphosis” (I, 203). 

In this evolutionary emanation, the dualism of mind and matter 
disappears ; “It is a long way from granite to the oyster; farther yet 
to Plato and the preaching of the immortality of the soul. Yet all 
must come, as surely as the first atom has two sides. ... A little water 
made to rotate in a cup explains the formation of the simpler shells; 
the addition of matter from year to year arrives at last at the most 
complex forms ; and yet so poor is nature with all her craft, that from 
the beginning to the end of the universe she has but one stuff, — but 
one stuff with its two ends, to serve up all her dream-like variety. 
Compound it how she will, star, sand, fire, water, tree, man, it is still 
one stuff, and betrays the same properties” (III, 180-181). “Intellect 
and morals appear only the material forces on a higher plane. The 
-laws of the material nature run up into the invisible world of the 
mind” (X, 72). 

Nevertheless man occupies a tmique position in this process of 
evolution. On the one hand, he is the last product of the development. 
On the other hand, he is the mediator in the process of creation; for, 
says Emerson, “the Supreme Being does not build up nature around 
us, but puts it forth through us, as the life of the tree puts forth new 
branches and leaves through the pores of the old” (I, 64). “A man 
should know himsdf for a necessary actor. A link was wanting 
between the two craving parts of nature, and he was hurled into being 
as the bridge over the yawning need, the mediator betwixt two else 
unmarriageable facts” (1, 207). 
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The ultimate identity of subject and object, Emerson finds, how- 
ewr, in "a substance older and deeper than either mind or matter” 
(VIII, 9). Innumerable passages stress this unity:. “All the universe 
over there is but one thing, this old Two-Face, creator-creature, 
mind-matter, right-wrong, of which any proposition may be affirmed 
or denied" (HI, 24S), “Nature is one thing and Ihe other thing in 
the same moment” (III, 236). It is an "all dissolving unity” (III, 
58) . It is more than finite personal spirit but never ceases to be spirit, 
Emerson calls it "Being,” and confesses that with this name “we 
have arrived as far as we can go” (III, 73). But even so, he tells us, 
“the baffled intellect must still kneel before this cause, which refuses 
to be named, — ineffable cause, whicli every fine genius has essayed 
to represent by some emphatic symbol, as Thales by water, . , , 
Zoroaster by fire, Jesus and the moderns by love” (III, 72-73 ; also 
II, 2S3-2S7). Meantime within man is "the soul of the whole, . . , 
the web of events is the flowing robes in which she is clothed.” 

As we have seen, Emerson maintains from the very beginning 
that nature is a revelation of divine mind (cj. X, 99-100) ; and since, 
for this reason, tire laws of nature are but the laws which also govern 
man’s own mind, “the ancient precept, 'Know thyself,’ and the 
modern precept, 'Study nature,’ become at last one maxim" (I, 87). 
"Because the history of nature is charted in his brain, therefore is 
[man] the prophet and discoverer of her secrets” (III, 187). “The 
possibility of interpretation lies in the identity of the observer with 
the observed. . . . The gases gather to the solid firmament j the chemic 
lump arrives at the plant, and grows; arrives at the quadruped, and 
walks ; arrives at the man, and thinks. . . . Tlie reason why he knows 
about them is that he is of them; he has just come out of nature, or 
from being a part of that thing” (IV, 11), 

In his early writings Emerson looked upon man as the end result 
and the goal of nature. All tlie parts of nature, he tells us, "inces- 
santly work in each other’s hands for the profit of man.” “The wind 
sows the seed; the sun evaporates the sea; the wind blows the vapor 
to the field; the ice, on the other side of the planet, condenses rain oh 
this; the rain feeds the plant; die plant feeds the animal; and thus 
the endless circulations of the divine charity nourish man" (I, 13). 
Soon, however, Emerson becomes convinced that “the end of Nature" 
is not man, and he has Nature say: “ ‘I have ventured so great a 
stake as my success on no single creature, I have not yet arrived at 
any end’ ” (1, 203). "The termmation pf t)ie world in a man appears 
to be the last victory of intelligence” (I, 205). It is true, neverthe- 
less, Emerson is now sure, that "no singile end may be selected and 
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nature judged thereby,” for “if man hiniseif be considered as the 
end, and it .be assumed that tlie final cause of the world is to make 
holy or wise or beautiful man, we see that it has not succeeded” (I, 
201 ), 

There is, however, another way of looking at nature; for "such is 
the constitution of all things, or such the plastic power of the human 
eye, that the primary forms, as the sky, the mountain, the tree, the 
animal, give us a delight in and for themselves’ (I, 15). This leads 
Emerson to conclude that “the world thus exists to the soul to satisfy 
the desire of beauty.” And he adds: “This element I call an ultimate 
end. No reason can be asked or given why the soul seeks beauty. 
Beauty, in its largest and profoundest sense, is one expression for 
the universe” (I, 24). Nevertheless, even “beauty in nature is not 
ultimate.” It is but “tlie herald of inward and eternal Ixiauty” and 
“must stand as a part,” and not as yet the last or highest expression 
of the final “cause of Nature” (1, 24). 

What, then, is that to which beauty finally leads us? According 
to Emerson “beauty is the mark God sets upon virtue” (I, 19). 
Ultimately, “all things are moral” (I, 40; also 11, 102), and “this 
ethical character so penetrates the bone and marrow of nature as to 
seem the end for which it was made. Whatever private purpose is 
answered by any member or part, this is its public and universal 
function, and is never omitted” (I, 41). “The moral law lies at the 
centre of nature and radiates to the circumference. It is the pith and 
marrow of every substance, every relation, and every process” (I, 
41-42). 

Being moral througliout, nature is “a convenient standard, and 
the meter of our rise and fall.” “The primordial atoms are prefigured 
and predetermined to moral issues, are in search of justice, and 
ultimately right is done” (VI, 219). “When man curses, nature 
still testifies to truth and love” (I, 197). In our fight against evil, 
therefore, nature is on our side; for “the league between virtue and 
nature engages all things to assume a hostile front to vice” (II, 115). 

It is Emerson’s contention that we should “accept the place the 
divine providence has found” for us (II, 47) ; but this does not mean 
that we must abandon all personal distinction and personal effort 
On the contrary, for “nothing is at last sacred but tlie integrity of our 
own mind” (II, 50). “What our heart thinks great, is great. The soul’s 
emphasis is always right” (II, 145). This is so, Emerson reasons, 
because there is a “union of man and God in every act of the soul” 
(II, 292). We arc embedded in “that Unity, that Over-Soul” (II, 
268), and "more and more the surges of everlasting nature” enter 
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into as so that we come "to live in thoughts and act with energies 
which are immortal" (II, 296). When the Over-Soul "breathes 
through" man’s intellect, “it is genius; when it breathes through his 
will, it is virtue; when it flows through his affection, it is love" 
(II, 271). 

Emerson sees "the unity of thought and of morals running through 
all animated Nature.” "The man down in nature occupies himself 
in guarding, in feeding, in warming and multiplying his body, and, 
as long as he knows no more, we justify him ; but presently a mystic 
change is wrought, a new perception opens, and he is made a citizen 
of the world of souls : he feds what is called duty; he is aware that 
he owes a higher allegiance to do and live as a good member of this 
universe. In the measure in which he has this sense he is a man, rises 
to the universal life. The high intellect is absolutely at one with moral 
nature" (X, 18S). 

From this Emerson infers that "the last lesson of life, the choral 
song which rises from all elements and all artels, is a voluntary 
obedience, a necessary freedom." "Man is made of the same atoms 
as the world is, he shares the same impressions, predispositions, and 
destiny. When his mind is illuminated, when his heart is kind, he 
throws himself joyfully into the sublime order, and does, with knowl- 
edge, what the stones do by structure" (VI, 240) . 

Emerson is enough of a realist to admit that "Nature, as we know 
her, Is no saint," and that "her darlings, the great, the strong, the 
beautiful, ... do not come out of the Sunday Scliool" (III, 64). He 
knows that "Nature is upheld by antagonism" (VI, 254) ; he knows 
also that "no virtue ... is final" (II, 316). But he finds that "the 
glory of character is in affronting the horrors of depravity to draw 
tlience new nobilities of power" (VI, 2S4-2SS ; also VI, 218). He 
grants that "human life is mean" ; but, he asks, "how did we find 
out that it was mean?” (II, 267). We must already have risen above 
its meanness to recognize it as mean. We have a “mighty Ideal be- 
fore us"— one which "never was known to fall into the rear.” "No 
man ever came to an experience which was satiating, but his good is 
tidings of a better" (III, 75) . Emerson is filled with a "sublime con- 
fidence," for, “in spite of appearances, in spite of malignity and blind 
self-interest living for the moment, an e^nal, beneficent necessity 
is always bringing things right; and though we should fold our arms. ' 
, . . the evils we suffer will at last end themselves through the in- 
cessant opposition of Nature to everything hurtful” (X, 188-189)'. ■ 

The successive stages of moral betterment, Emerson -believes, 
correspond to specific periods in history. "The civic history of men 
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might be traced,” he says, ”by the successive meliorations as marked 
in higher moral generalizations, — ^virtue meaning physical courage, 
then ichastity and temperance, then justice and love; — ^bargains of 
kings with peoples of certain rights to certain classes, then of rights 
to the masses, — then at last came the day when ... the nerves of the 
world were electrified by tlie proclamation that all men are born free 
and equal” (X, 187). And thus, for Emerson, the whole of nature 
and of history is the manifestation and revelation of a cosmic and 
morally responsible Reality, the “Over-Soul” or God. America, as 
seen through the eyes of the Transcendentalists, \vas its most perfect 
and most promising embodiment. 

From this broad philosophical platform Emerson slashed out 
against the evils of his time. He attacked vigorously all materialism, 
corrupt politics, and religious hypocrisy, and he dealt “resounding 
blows against slavery as an institution at a time when the North was 
still politely silent on the question.” 

Surrounding Emerson, and associated with him in varying de- 
grees of intimacy, were such well-kno^vn figures as A. Bronson 
Alcott, W. E. Channing, Margaret Fuller, Elizabeth Peabody, Theo- 
dore Parker, and Henry David Thoreau. In 1838 they published 
fourteen volumes of Specimens of Foreign Standard Literature, 
They experimented in journalism with The Dial, and tried communal 
living at Brook Farm. Through their poetry, books, and essays they 
caused a considerable stir among the intellectuals of the period. Their 
Transcendentalism, however, — ^lofty in conception and noble in intent 
— ^was completely out of touch with the new factors and forces that 
were rapidly transforming America. Thdrs was a romantic dream, 
while America was building an empire. "The vast gap between the 
liope of the Romantic'Movement aiid the reality of the pioneer period 
is one of the most sardonic jests of history.”’* 

It was this lack of contact between the Transcendentalists of New 
England and the tremendous economic forces which were revolu- 
tionizing the nation that in the end made Transcendentalism no more 
than a passing episode in the cultural history of the United States. 
When its day was over this stirring movement of thought subsided as 
suddenly as it had arisen. It found no continuity in the intellectual 
life of the country, and modem philosophy, when it finally arrived 
on the scene, meant a completely new start in reflection and specula- 
tion. Only as part of the general cultural background was Transcen- 
dentalian still present in the minds of American thinkers. 


2ft Mumford, op. eU,, 79^ 



chapter 4 

NEW FORCES AT WORK 

1. A General Orientation 

As we have seen in the preceding chapter, the year 1836 witnessed 
the beginnings of the Transccndentalist Morcnient. It was then that 
Kipley, Alcott, Emerson, and a few others met for the first time “to 
see how far it would be possible for earnest minds to meet.” In the 
same year Emerson's essays on Nature were publislred — ^the first 
volume in that series of significant works which were to become the 
pride and the highest achievement of New England Transcendental-* 
ism. But 1836 was also the year of the Alamo. 

For some years prior to 1836 American settlers had moved into 
Texas, which at that time was still a part of Mexico, At first Mexico 
welcomed the thrifty and efficient neuxomers. But as the American 
infiltration into Texas accelerated, and as the American influence 
there became predominant, the originally friendly attitude of the 
Mexicans changed into open resentment. Economic and political 
disputes of an increasingly serious nature arose, culminating in the 
utter destruction of a small band of Texans at the Alamo, The first 
blow in the bloody struggle for an independent state of Texas had 
been struck. 

The planters of the Soutli, hoping thereby to strengthen their 
own influence in the nation, were agitating for an outright annexation 
of Texas, but they were not strong enough in Congress to carry 
through their plans. For somewhat more than a decade Texas re^ 
tained its independence. 

In the meantime American settlers moved as far west as the 
Pacific, and American economic interests spread rapidly in California. 
It became the “Manifest Destiny’* of tlie United States to occupy the 
whole of the North American continent. 

In the spring of 1841 the great migration westward began by sea 
and by land. And when, five years later, a border dispute between 
Texas and Mexico resulted in a clasl\ of arms, President Polk sup- 
portd the Tex^ claims and declared that “war exists by act of 
Mexico,” By August, 1847, the American army was at the gates of 
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Mexico City. A defeated Mexico sued for peace. California and New 
Mexico were now included in the Union, and “Manifest Destiny'* 
had scored a significant triumph. 

In January, 1848t James W. Marshall found gold on the American 
River, and by 1849 the gold rush was on. Irresistibly the waves of 
migration moved westward over tlie American continent, transform- 
ing and reshaping the whole social, economic, and political life of the 
nation. 

By midsummer of 1850 “Americans looked out upon their coun- 
try with eyes that glowed with pride and confidence. 'Manifest 
Destiny' had been realized; the flag had been borne in triumph to 
the Rio Grande and to the Pacific shore. As if to celebrate this great 
achievement, the mountains of the V'ar West had loosed a mighty 
stream of gold.*'^ Railroads began to open up the great granary of 
the upper Mississippi and welded the East and the Middle West into 
a steadily growing community of interest. The flood tide of tlie west- 
ward movement continued. In the next decade the population of the 
United States increased from twenty-three million to nearly thirty- 
one million. About one tenth of die gain was registered in territories 
and states not even mentioned in the census of 1840. California 
quadrupled its population, and to die north Oregon and Washington 
showed a comparable increase. 

Factory production, introducing new and efficient methods of 
manufacturing, increasingly replaced the handicrafts. Textile mills 
in New England and iron foundries in Pennsylvania contributed their 
share to the wealth of the nation. Huge fortunes were accumulating 
rapidly. Some of them, it is true, were the result of fraud and corrup- 
tion. “Cities were swindled by contractors in league with the munic- 
ipal authorities. . . . Railroads secured legislative favors by methods 
that varied from political manipulation to slieer bribery.''^ But funda- 
mentally the economic expansion of the nation derived from an access 
to new sources of wealth, to raw materials and land previously not 
available, and depended upon new and more efficient methods of ex- 
ploitation and communication. It was a decade of “fast living," of 
dissipation and extravagance, yes; but it was also a period of an 
awakening interest in cultural values. While the “frantic scramble for 
a share in the teeming prosperity'* completely contradicted the roman- 
tic dream of Transcendentalism, this period neverthdess showed the 
beginnings of a new national culture. And the new cultural interests 
were not restricted to the East. 

1 Cole, A. C., The IrrefreetUtle Ceitdiel, US0-U6S, 1. 
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2. Special Conditions at St. Louis — ^Brokmeyer 

Between 1850 and 1860 the population of St. Louis had more 
than doubled, readiing a total of 161,000. The city was "reaping the 
last great harvest of its strategic position.” It still was the gateway 
to the West,” the outfitting post for the countless groups of settlers 
who moved westward in the conquest of a continent. It was the 
metropolis of a region so vast in extent and in possibilities of develop- 
ment that the thought of it taxed human credulity. 

The atmosphere of St Louis was distinctly cosmopolitan. In a 
sense it was more "un-American” than any other city in the United 
States. The population was a colorful mixture of French, German, 
and native American. More foreign languages were spoken there 
than anywhere else in the Union— tliough the Teutonic influence was 
strongest; more diversified interests prevailed there tlian anywhere 
else and gave St Louis its unique position among American cities. 

As early as 1851 the residents of this "Metropolis of the West” 
were convinced that their city was rapidly becoming the greatest 
commercial and industrial center of America, and that even ifs cul- 
tural life would soon surpass tliat of the older cities in the East in 
splendor and refinement. Such hopes and aspirations increased rather 
tlian diminished during the sixties and seventies, and they explain at 
leist in part the restlessness and the “drive" so cliaraeteristic of the 
men and women of St. Louis during the period of "The Great 
Illusion.” 

Immeasurable wealth came to the city, and the social "aristocracy” 
found leisure for cultural enterprises of many sorts. The public school 
system which was modernized in accordance with the latest theories 
and principles of education became tlie pride of the city. Clubs and 
societies were organized for the promotion of numerous cultural 
projects, and the public at large showed a remarkable interest in 
intellectual matters. It was under such conditions that philosophy, 
too, found a home in St Louis, flourished, and in fact became a veri- 
table “movement.” 

The beginnings of this movement may be traced back to a chance 
meeting in 1858 of William T. Harris and Henry C. Brokmeyer. 
Harris, a teacher of shorthand who had only recently come from the 
East, gave a lecture on some philosophical topic before the St. .Louis 
Theosophical Society, and Brokmeyer, who was at that time work- 
ing in one of the rity’s foundries, attended the lecture. The two men 
met after the lecture and Brokmeyer tried to convince Harris that the 
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questions raised by his lecture and left unanswered (and many other 
basic questions as well) had actually been answered — completely 
and definitively — by the German {ihilosoplier Hegel ; that Hegel was 
the last word in philosophy, and tliat liis position provided the key 
to the correct solution of all problems. Harris was deeply impressed. 
And so began a friendship that was destined to exert a profound in- 
fluence upon the intellectual life of St. Louis and of America as a 
whole. 

In 1859 Brokmeyer and Harris organized the St. Louis “Kant 
Qub” which soon counted among its members such men as Thomas 
Davidson, George H. Howison, Joseph Pulitzer, Carl Scliurz, Den- 
ton J. Snider, and J. E. Woerner. Brokmeyer, however, remained 
the dominant figure in the club. As “oracle” of the movement he 
created and kept alive an all-fjervasivc interest in the idealism of 
Hegel. 

Brokmeyer was born in Germany and cairie to America at the age 
of sixteen. Expelled from a midwestern college because of “heretic” 
views, he went East. But there social conditions did not suit him, 
and he decided to become another Thoreau, “to leave society and 
seek solitude.” So he returned to the land of Daniel Bnunc, built 
himself a log cabin in the vicinity of St. Louis, and there, accom- 
panied only by his dog, he devoted himself to the study of Hegel. 

After several years of solitude and meditation Brokmeyer went 
to St. Louis “in order to provide for his old age.” He accepted the 
first work he could find, obtaining employment as an tmskilied laborer 
in a foundry. Because of his great abilities, however, Brokmeyer rose 
rapidly in position and influence. He entered politics and became in 
quick succession a member of the Missouri legislature, a judge, 
lieutenant goternor and, finally, acting governor of Missouri. \\^en 
Brokmeyer quit politics he retirol to the “Indian Territory,” 
there to find complete satisfaction in the simplicity of life among 
the Indians. 

In the opinion of Harris, Brokmeyer was “a thinker of the same 
order as Hegel” who “had divined Hegel's chief ideas and the posi- 
tion of his system.”* In fact, in the “early years” Brokmeyer’s “deep . 
insights and his poetic power of setting them forth with symbols and 
imagery” furnished members of the St. Louis group all their “out- 
side stimulus in the study of German philosopliy.”* It was Brok- 
meyer, “dislievelled and ragged in his working clothes,” who spoke 
on philosophy “as one having authority,” who was the “undoubted 
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To the leaders of the St. Louis Movement Hegel was also “the 
prophet of a reunited state after the tragic 'dialectic' of civil war.'* 
“To them the southern po.sition was that of ‘abstract right,’ the 
northern position that of equally 'abstract morality,’ and the United 
States that was to be was identified w*ith the synthetic ‘ethical state.' ’’ 
“They found reason in the civil strife because they interpreted 
political events as episodes in the predestined development of the 
ethical state through the triadic movement of affirination — negation 
— ^reconciliation.” They saw in Hegelianism “a liberal philosophy of 
progress and a doctrine of triumphant ])olitical union.”* They 
"studied the ‘dialectic’ of politics and political parties and understood 
how measures and men might be combined by its light.”* 

But the practical a{)plication of Hegelian philosophy was even 
more far-reaching than this. Many of the men and women active in 
the St. Louis Movement were, connected with the public schools of 
die city. Harris had become superintendent of schools. Snider and 
Morgan were high school instructors. Francis Cook was a principal. 
Miss Bloiv, Miss Brackett, and Miss Fruchte were teachers in die 
lower grades. It was therefore not surprising that Hegelian philoso- 
phy should permeate the whole school system in St. Louis. “We used 
it,” Harris tells us, "to solve all problems connected with school- 
teaching and school management”^* 

The "chief application of philosophy was,” however, "to literature 
and art.”*^ Snider, in particular, studied Shakespeare, Goethe, and 
Homer; and Harris wrote articles on ‘‘Landscape Painting,” on 
“Raphael’s Transfiguration,” and on “Michel Angelo’s Last Judg- 
ment.” For him, "Art is the piety of the Senses” as "Religion is the 
piety of the Heart, and Philosophy the piety of the Intellect.”^®* 
And thus, art, too, found its proper place in the triadic move- 
ment of philosophical dialectics. The Hegelian scheme became 
all-inclusive. 

However, before these philosophical ideas could come to fruition, 
in St. Louis or anywhere else in America, the nation as a whole was 
shaken to the core by an unparalleled economic revolution and was 
threatened in its very existence by the War of Secession. 
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3. The War of Secession and Its Aftermath 

At the very time when the tidal wave of population moved west- 
ward across the American continent, the heart of the South "shifted 
with the culture of cotton to the Gulf States.”^ No longer were the 
states north and south of the Ohio River bound together by a com- 
mon frontier experience. The barrier between “free states" and 
"slave states" became increasingly effective and was soon more 
formidable than the mountain barrier between the East and the West. 

For some time the slave question had already disturbed the minds 
of American writers. It had haunted Lowell even when he explored 
the classics; it embitteretl Tlioreau’s already sharp antq)athy to the 
state; it stirred Emerson to his angriest moods; it inspired Harriet 
Keecber Stowe to write Uncle T om’s Cabin; and to John G. Whittier 
it was "an overiiowering issue that appeared at every facet of his 
mind."” 

In 1839 Calhoun had asserted in the Senate of the United States 
that slavery is not an evil but "a good — a positive good." He as well 
as others defended slavery on economic and religious grounds and 
laid down the terms on which the South would remain in the Union. 
W. H. Seward of New York spoke with like candor for the opposing 
forces. He made it clear that agitation against slavery would go on. 
Henry Clay tried to effect a compromise; so did Daniel Webster — 
even as late as 1850. But by the middle of the nineteenth century 
the balance of power in the United States had definitely shifted to 
the North, and the shift continued uninterruptedly year after year. 
It became increasingly evident that slavery as an institution had out- 
lived its economic usefulness. Its inferiority to the free system of 
the North had been demonstrated time and time again. But it was 
difficult for the slaveholders to concede this point. As the economic 
difficulties in the South Increased, "it was natural to charge the sec- 
tion’s inferior prosperity against an outside foe— the North."” The 
result was a still greater antagonism between the South and the 
North. 

The crisis was reached when the South, in an effort to obtain 
cheap labor, revived the outlawed slave trade and enforced rigidly its 
cruel "fugitive slave" laws. In the winter of 1860-1861, the seven 
southernmost states openly seceded, forcing the small federal garri- 
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son at Fort Sumter to surrender. The War of Secession was on. 
Years of bloodshed cut a broad swath across the course of normal de> 
velopment in the United States. They marked the end of one epoch 
and the beginning of a new one in the history of the continent ; for. 
measured in terms of cultural achievement, the Union which arose 
from the ruins of that war had little in common with the nation tliat 
existed before the war. 

The War of Secession broke down the barriers which up to that 
time had slowed the pace of a nation-wide readjustment, and it 
opened the floodgates wide to the surging forces of the new order. 
Soon the issues arising out of the war itself — grave and far-reaching 
as they were — became completely submerged in still greater problems 
of an economic revolution which dcqdy affected the whole nation in 
all phases of its existence. Within a single generation the United 
States changed from a country which was predominantly agrarian, 
and which imported most of its manufactured goods from abroad, 
into an indusirialized nation which sold the products of its own 
factories and mills in the far corners of tlie earth. A new dream of 
empire building took possession of the American mind. 

The South went through a most trying time of postwar adjust- 
ments. The slavery question had been settled by the war, but the 
“Negro question” remained. And there remained also the problems 
of economic retrenchment and of social and political stabilization; for 
the liberation of the slaves had entailed as a natural consequence the 
complete breakdown of a socioeconomic system which could neither 
be salvaged nor replaced overnight by a new one. The troubles of 
the South, furthermore, w'ere aggravated by a militant attitude of the 
North, by “reconstructionists” and “carpetbaggers,” and after the 
assassination of Lincoln by a lack of intelligent leadership on both 
sides. 

In the North the situation was complicated by an increasing 
schism bctw'een the West and the East. Agricultural America — 
democratic and individualistic in spirit — stood opposed to the cen- 
tralizing, capitalistic, and feudalistic forces of the East; and it lias 
remain^ so to this day. Nevertheless the West and tlie Middle West, 
too, were caught in the all-inclusive process of transformation that 
characterized the period after the Cml War. 

An early manifestation of the new forces at work was the amaz- 
ingly swift settlement of the wide-open territories of the Great West. 
The discovery of v«duable metals in die mountains of Colorado and 
Nevada, and the vast mineral deposits in Washington, Oregon, Mon- 
tana, Idaho, New Mexico, and Arizona, caused the first great rusli 
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of the population to the West. Shortly afterwards the cattlemen 
came to the wide plains east of the Rockies, and immense ranches in 
Colorado, Wyoming, Montana, Nebraska, and the Dakotas soon 
provided innumerable herds of cattle for the remunerative meat and 
packing industries in the rapidly growing cities of the Middle West. 
But the real penetration of the West was accomplished only by the 
permanent settler, the “homesteader,” the tiller of the soil, who 
came to the West induced by the Homestead Act of 1862, by the 
completion of the transcontinental railway in 1869, and by the “tam- 
ing of the redskins.” “In the .single decade from 1820-1880 the farms 
of the nation increased by an area as large as the British Isles and 
Sweden combined, and the next two decades added an amount equal 
to the British Isles and three Scandinavian countries, with Holland, 
Belgium, and Switzerland thrown in for good measure.”^" 

Great as these changes were, the revolution in mining, transpor- 
tation, and manufacturing was even more astounding. Between 1860 
and 1880 the industrial output of American shops and mills trebled. 
“By 1894 the United States had jumped from fourtli place as a 
manufacturing nation, its rank in 1860, to first in ail the world, Its 
output exceeded the combined total of Great Britain and Germany.”” 
The dynamic modern city became "the nerve center of the rising 
industrial order.” Here the forces that shaped and determined the 
new order were concentrated. Capital accumulated, business and 
financial institutions arose, factories poured forth their manifold 
products, and railroads established connections with distant markets. 
From the nearby countryside and the lands across the sea people 
flocked into the cities. Almost overnight villages grew into towns 
and towns expanded and became great industrial centers. “Every- 
where an intensely materialistic spirit reigned — ^the urge to exploit 
new sources of wealth, to make fortunes, to grasp power.”” 

The East profited most from the conquest of the West ; but the 
industrial expansion was not locally restricted. Its tidal wave en- 
gulfed Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, and Montana, and rebounded 
ultimately from the coast line of the Pacific. Fabulous riches were 
acquired in a short time, and into the eastern cities moved an ever- 
growing army of the “newly rich”— -“self-made” men and women 
who brought with them the spirit and the taste of the market place 
wd whose cultural interests were measured in dollars and cents, A 
'^parody on sober good sense” masqueraded as genteel manners and 

Scbleiiagcr. A. M,, F^Uieci «nd Sadat Growth of the Americau People, lt65- 

i Wtfi- ss. 

itau., 60. 

UAM., 61. 



NEW FORCES AT WORK 


Ch.4] 


63 


as cultural achievement. The “poison of idle vrealth’’ corrupted all 
appreciation of cultural values, and the men and women of the 
"Gilded Age” substituted “high living and plain thinking” for the 
old ideal of “plain living and high thinking.” 

But not all were rich even during this remarkable period. In the 
back streets and alleys of the cities lived the large urban masses of 
factory workers and coal miners; and there, in the squalor, the dirt, 
and the disease of the slums, congregated the hordes of new immi- 
grants from Europe. Somebody fiad to pay for the tasteless luxuries 
and the extravagances of the rich. 

To pacify the masses, commercial “palaces of entertainment” were 
established. “Vaudeville shows, prize hghts, circuses, dime museums, 
and cheap theaters, like the spectacles of ancient Rome, kept countless 
millions happy in penury, not at public expense as in Caesar’s day, 
but at the expense of those who enjoyed them and to the advantage 
of those who owned them. Indeed, tickling the urban masses — cre- 
ating popular tastes and standards of culture — now became one of 
the large and highly lucrative branches of capitalistic enterprise."** 
Box-office receipts became the measure of artistic accomplishment. 
It was the time when P. T. Barnum provided the last word in enter- 
tainment with his “Greatest Show on Earth." 

Individualism, at this time, had become a matter of the “acquisi- 
tive instinct” — a matter of the “inalienable right to preempt, to 
exploit, and to squander." In a society whicli measured all values 
in monetary terms only, anybody possessing sufficient determination 
and self-assertion might rise to the highest positions and become a 
leader in the political and cultural life of the nation. “A sense of 
power and a spirit of arrogant self-assurance reigned.”** American 
society was dominated by “strung, capable men, selfish, unenlight- 
ened, amoral." It provided “an excellent example of what human 
nature will do with undisciplined freedom."** 


4. New Cultural Interests 

Despite these maladies, however, and despite “grave scandals” 
and manifold corruptions, despite the imscrupulous Drews and the 
grafting Tweeds, life in America was fundamentally progressive and 
fruitful. “Its chief faults were less of quality than of tone, less of 
structure than of finish."** Lacking refinement of taste, the newly 
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rich and socially prominent Americans of this peri^ were impressed 
by an 3 rthing striking and extravagant and were inclined to regard 
the startling or the unusual as superior to the really great works of art 
and to the quiet achievements of cultural significance. Nevertheless 
these Americans were animated by an unshakeable faith in the future 
of their country. It must be admitted that they demanded “quick, 
showy results and constantly tended to identify bigness with great- 
ness,” and they also indulged in a cheap imitation of the Second 
Empire and of late Victorianism, but underneath it all we discern 
the forces of construction that were to culminate in a great and 
unparalleled cultural effort. But first the whole system was put to 
a severe test. 

In 1873 a sudden crisis shook the new industrial order to its very 
foundations. Although world-wide in its causes and effects, the 
panic was particularly devastating in tlie United States where, in the 
hectic rush to “skim the cream from the natural resources of the con- 
tinent,” financiers and speculators had indulged in most questionable 
operations and had violated every law of sound finance. Almost over- 
night more than 5000 commercial establishments failed, 89 railroads 
defaulted, banks collapsed, and the Stock Exchange was closed. 
Nearly half a million laborers were thrown out of work by the sus- 
pension of railroad building alone. As a result, allied industries 
closed down, too, and unemployment mounted to staggering figures. 
The winter of 1874-1875 saw Iwig bread lines in the cities. The tide 
of immigration began to turn back. Thousands of people who had 
arrived from Euro|>e only a short time ago, attracted by the fabulous 
opportunities in the New World, now returned to their homelands. 
During the first year of the crisis private expenditures of the Amer- 
ican people were reduced by not less than four hundred million dol- 
lars, There was an alarming increase in illness, discontent, crime, 
and prostitution. And the crisis continued. There were 5830 com- 
mercial failures in 1874; 7740 in 1875, and 9092 in 1876. “Business 
was weighed down by a millsfaxie of bad debts, and debilitated by the 
rottenness inherited from previous years.”*® 

The year 1877 turned out to be one of the blackest in the history 
of America. To the already aggravated business crisis were added a 
disputed presidential election that virtually threatened a new civil 
war, and disastrous labor revolts in the great industrial centers. The 
result was that business failures in 1878 increased to 10,478. By 
the Md of 1878, however, the worst was over. Hie turning point 
in the crisis had been readied and the work of reconstruction could 
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begin. This time the emphasis was placed upon distinctive cultural 
achievements of lasting significance. 

For one thing, the American educational system was being trans- 
formed from top to bottom. In 1865, Harvard and Yale were 
poverty-stricken little colleges, and Princeton was hardly any better 
off. The University of Wisconsin bad five professors and a few 
tutors. An "antediluvian flavor” prevailed everywhere about the 
course of study.*’* Very little science was taught. Laboratories were 
nonexistent, and individual professors w'ere in charge of different 
subjects at the same time. At Columbia, for example, one man taught 
“moral and mental philosophy, English literature, history, political 
economy, and logic.” College and university libraries were utterly 
inadequate. But within two decades a radical change had taken place. 

For this change, .six men — ^the presidents of their respective 
schools — ^were i)articularly responsible. They were Andrew D. White 
of Cornell, James McCosh of Princeton, Charles W. Eliot of Har- 
vard, Noah Porter of Yale, James B. Angell of Michigfan, and 
Daniel C. Gilman of Johns Hopkins. Five of them had studied and 
traveled in Europe, and the sixth, James McCosh, had come over 
from Scotland. Under their leadership entrance requirements were 
raised and curricula revised. Postgraduate instruction was intro- 
duced, and for the first time American universities "began to take 
seriously their obligation to enrich tlie world’s store of knowledge” 
by carrying on independent research. 

In 1871 Yale organized its postgraduate courses into the first 
“graduate school” in America. Five years later Johns Hopkins 
opened its doors — the first purely secular university in the United 
States. Practically all members of its factalty had been trained abroad. 
Its aim was primarily research and the training of research scholars. 
Soon Harvard blazed new trails in the study of medicine and Of law, 
and Cornell, richly endowed as a land-grant college, experienced a 
phenomenal rise. Coeducation became a distinctive feature of Amer- 
ican universities. 

In all leading institutions, postgraduate instruction, modeled after 
the German pattern, represented the culmination of university stud- 
ies. During the 18^’s more than two thousand Americans studied 
in Germany. Before long, however, our own educational institutions 
provided equally attractive opportunities for scholarship. “Amply 
equipped for the first time with tools of research — laboratories, in- 
struments of precision, libraries, museums, observatories, hospitals — 
scholars and scientists in the United States were enabled to make a 
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contribution to the world’s learning fully comparable to that of the 
first nations of Europe.”*® 

An increasing number of learned societies provided a mutual 
stimulus for men engaged in every field of research and furnished 
means for the publication of results obtained. Their influence was 
widely felt and appreciated. 

A great revolution was carried through in medicine. The germ 
theory of disease led speedily to the discovery of new ways of diag- 
nosing and curing dreaded diseases. The improvement of anesthetics 
opened up new paths in surgery, and public health measures con- 
tributed greatly to the prevention of epidemics. A new and critical 
approach to American history was developed, and the socioeconomic 
conditions of the nation were carefully analyzed and critically ex- 
amined by trained scholars. “Though the general public esteemed 
science chiefly for its utilitarian results, the specialists themselves 
strove to uphold the German academic ideal of science pursued for 
its own sake.”” But, Americans that they were, even these men 
justified their ideal by maintaining that “without pure science applied 
science would not Ik possible.” And thus American science was 
dominated in all its phases by a basic spirit of practicality. 

Following the leadership of the universities, the entire educational 
system of the United States experienced a renaissance. New meth- 
ods of instruction were introduced, old ones were improved. The 
kindergarten was added and the curricula were overhauled. From 
1876 on public libraries were organized in all regions of the country. 
In 1881 Andrew Carnegie set a precedent by endowing such libraries. 
By 1898 he had given six million dollars for library purposes. Other 
men of wealth followed his example. In 1895 the new libraries of 
New York and Boston were opened to the public. In 1897 the Chi- 
cago Library and the new Library of Congress followed. By 1900 
over nine thousand libraries containing nearly forty-seven million 
books had been created, and more than half of them in the Middle 
and Far West, 

The Chautauqua movement got under way in 1874 and shortly 
became a formidable factor in American education. Ne^vspaper read- 
^s were kept abreast of the fast-moving events of the time as never 
be||ore. News-gathering agencies and syndicate services were organ- 
ic Mergentluiler's invention of the linotype simplified typesetting.. 
Lijil^er and ever faster presses, color printing, and cheaper and better 
metbieds of reproducing pictures made possible a veritable revolution 
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in journalism. FuHtzer and Hearst gave direction to some of the 
new trends. From 1880 to 1900 the number of daily papers increased 
from 971 to 2226, while weeklies and semiweeklies increased from 
fewer than nine thousand to nearly fourteen thousand. Many of the 
leading dailies, it is true, were sensationalistic in make-up and news 
reporting, and “yellow journalism” got its start during this period. 
On the other hand, however, millions of Americans now became 
newspaper readers who before had scarcely looked at a printed page. 

For the serious reader there were available — in addition to some 
of the great cosmopolitan papers — such leading periodicals as 
Harper's Monthly, The Atlantic, The Century, Scribner’s Magasine, 
The Nation, and The Forum — all devoted to competent and critical 
evaluations of the American scene and of world events. For the less 
fastidious readers popular-priced magazines — such as Ladies’ Home 
Journal, McClures and Cosmopolitan — ^provided a variety of inter- 
esting and generally educational material. As a result, these peri- 
odicals were widely read. By 1898 the number of magazine buyers 
had increased from about five hundred thousand to nearly three 
million. All in all “the American of this period could not escape 
being.educatcd whether by the school or the multifarious other instru- 
mentalities seeking to woo his thought and mold his will.”’^ 

While the circus remained the star attraction in rural communi- 
ties, the theater provided diversified entertainment in the cities, and 
stock companies visited every outlying town in the vanishing frontier 
regions. In the opinion of some, “the serious drama has perhaps 
never been better presented in America than in the 1880’s and 
1890's.”^ During these years Edwin Booth and John McCullough 
achieved fame portraying Hamlet; Mary Anderson enraptured her 
audiences in the roles of Galatea and Juliet; Lawrence Barrett found 
wide acclaim as Cassius ; and Clara Morris won the hearts of all as 
Camille. Europe’s foremost actors and actresses — Sarah Bernhardt 
and The Duse among them — crossed the ocean to play on the Amer- 
ican stage, while the great Americans added furtW luster to their 
own names in Europe. 

This was the time, too, when the American playwrights began to 
come into their own. American life provided an abundance of inter- 
esting and significant problems that lend themselves well to dramatic 
presentation. Charles Hoyt’s farce, “A Trip to Chinatown,” was the 
first of that unending series of plays which could boast of a record 
run on Broadway. Steele Macl6iye established himself with “Hazel 
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Kirke.” The sentimentality of Barnard and Burgess’s "The Country 
Fair," and the realism of James A. Herne’s “Shore Acres’’ appealed 
to different audiences but assured full houses for many years. Per- 
haps the foremost American dramatist of the time was Bronson 
Howard — ^the first man in America to devote himself entirely to 
playwriting. The success of his numerous works — “One of our 
Girls,’’ “The Henrietta,’’ to mention only the two best known — 
eclipsed for a time that of every other playwright. There is virility, 
humor, and ingenuity of stagecraft in his plays, and the English 
critic, William Archer, assigned to Bronson Howard a place among 
drantatists comparable to that of Henry James among novelists. 
Through the efforts of Howard, Hoyt, Herne, MacKaye, and sev- 
eral others, the serious American drama rose far above the plethora 
of melodramas which depicted the dangers and widcedness of life in 
the metropolis and which were but endless variants of die theme of 
“honest Nell and the city slicker.’’ 

Musical life in the United States also was transformed at about 
this time. The old-fashioned black-face minstrel shows began to lose 
popularity. Vaudeville took their place. At its worst, musical enter- 
tainment deteriorated into burlesque; but a more discriminating 
public became widely enthusiastic over Gilbert and Sullivan operettas, 
which, beginning with 1878, were performed in ever increasing num- 
bers in New York, Chicago, St. Louis, and other cities and towns 
of the East and the West. At one time not less than eight of them 
ran concurrently in New York alone. When the Metropolitan Opera 
House opened in 1883 grand opera also found a permanent home in 
America. 

Then, too, in 1878, Leopold Damrosch organized the New York 
Symphony Orchestra. Three years later the Boston Symphony 
Orchestra began its notable career, and in 1891 Theodore Thomas’s 
Chicago Orchestra followed die great examples. During these years, 
furthermore, the first American symphonic composer, Edward A. 
MacDowell, received well-deserved recognition. Musically speaking, 
the United States had awakened to a full participation in the cultural 
achievements of the great masters. 

In addition to these achievements there occurred a significant 
renaissance in “the arts of line, color, and form.’’ The Centennial 
^ibition of 1876 had brought the American public for the first 
time face to face with the mastehvorks of European painters ahd 
sculptors and had demonstrated at the same time the complete lack 
of comparable achievements in the New World. Soon afterwards 
art societies were founded everywhere, and numerous galleries began 
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to enhance public interest. More decisive, however, was the return to 
New York in the late 1870's of a number of young artists who had 
studied in Munich and Paris and who were thoroughly imbued with 
the spirit of art as it was then triumphant on the Continent. Their 
new ideas clashed witli the old ones of American tradition, and the 
result of tltis clash was “a period of American art that in quantity 
and quality surpassed any earlier era.”^" It was the period of 
Whistler and Sargent, of inness, Homer, and Hassam, of Enneking, 
Brown, Tryon, Eakins, and Ryder — to mention only the best-known 
namc.s. From mural decoration to illustration, from landscape to 
miniature, from etching to water color, the achievements of American 
artists reached new heights. 

But returning from Europe were sculptors as well as painters, 
and they harl acquired a technique and a naturalism which surpassed 
all that had previously been achieved in the United States. The spirit 
and artistic accomplishment of Rodin was for most of them the great 
inspiration. Foremost among them was Augu.stus Saint-Gaudens, 
whose statue of Earragut made him famous overnight, and whose 
“Peace of God” is, in the judgment of some, the finest work of 
sculpture that America has yet produced. But other artists were 
scarcely less well known. MacMonnies, Saint-Gaudens's greatest 
pupil, found unequaled expression of exuberant movement in his 
“Bacchante”; while George G. Barnard created a magnificent em- 
bodiment of crude and elemental strength in his Rodin-inspired 
"Brotlierly Love.” Daniel C. French was probably the most prolific 
artist of tliis group; but even his work was of a high and distinctive 
quality as may be seen from his “Lincoln” and his “Death Staying 
the Hand of the Sculptor.” 

The World's Columbian Exposition, held at Chicago during the 
summer of 1893, brought to a brilliant climax all the artistic tenden- 
cies of the time. “Only seventeen years had elafNcd since the Cen- 
tennial Exposition in Philadelphia but, in terms of artistic accom- 
plishment, a whole age had passed.”** The cultural revolution was 
in full swing in America, and "the Chicago exposition was both the 
visual evidence and the promise of a new stage in American civiliza- 
tion,"*^ It was during this period, too, that American philosophy 
received a new impetus; that, in fact, it became an independent 
discipline. 


M/Wrf., 271. 
to /bid., 28S<286. 

niUA. 286. 




PART II 

THE NEW PHILOSOPHY 

SECTION A 

THE EARLY IDEALISTS 



“The true procedure of philosophy as a science . « . is • « « 
that of a Platon ie dialogue on a grand scale, in which the 
theses, proposed proofs, objections, rejoinders, of numerous 
interlocutors are focused upon a given question, and the 
arguntent gradually shapes itself, through its own immanent 
dialectic, to a conclusion/* 

Arthur O, Lovejoy, The Revolt Against Dualism^ ix. 



Chapter 5 

THE ST. LOUIS MOVEMENT 

1. Journal of Speculative Philosophy 

Reference has already l)een made to that group of men and women 
of St. Louis who, under the leadership of Brokmeycr and Harris, 
studied philosophy in earnest and applied philosophical reasoning to 
the practical problems of everyday living. They had organized the 
first “Kant Club" on this side of the Atlantic and had grappled with 
the dialectic of Hegel. The War of Secession put an end to their club, 
but the activities of the club were taken over in 1866 by the newly 
organized “Philosophical Society,” of which Brokmeyer was presi- 
dent and Harris secretary. It tvas this society which provided both 
the center and the dynamic impulse of the St Louis ^lovement, and 
which placed at the disposal of American thinkers the first philo- 
sophical journal published in the United States — The Journal of 
Speculative Philosophy. 

Much space in the Journal was devoted to translations of foreign 
writers, primarily German. However, as Harris himself said, “the 
Society was not founded for the especial purpose of studying German 
philosophy from Kant to Hegel, but to encourage the study and 
development of speculative philosophy, to foster an application of its 
results to ait, science, and religion, and to establish a philosophical 
basis for the professions of law, medicine, divinity, politics, educa- 
tion, and literature." What Harris desired most of all was "a true 
‘American’ type of speculative philosophy." But he made it clear that 
“it is not 'American thought so much as American thinkers that 
we want”^ And in this respect Harris’s wish was essentially ful- 
filled; for men like Howison, Royce, Peirce, James, and Dewey first 
became known in America through their contributions to The Jour- 
nal of Speculative Philosophy. 

In i^O Harris resigned as superintendent of the St. Louis public 
schools and moved to Concord, Massachusetts, where he took "charge 
of the summer school of philosophy that Alcott and Emerson bad 
started." From there he was called to Washington as the first United 
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States Commissioner at Education. By this time Brokmeyer had 
become completely absorbed in politics, Howison had gone to Boston, 
Davidson was in England, and Snider was teaching psychology in 
Chicago, This dispersion of its leading men brought about the 
decline of the St. Louis !hIovement — ^a decline, incidentally, which 
coincided with the ‘'Great Disillusionment” which engulfed the proud 
burghers of St. Louis when they had to admit that their dreams and 
hopes for the future could not be realized and that Cliicago was 
rapidly surpassing their own city in economic and cultural sig- 
nificance. 

The Journal of Speculative Philosophy continued to appear regu- 
larly until April, 1888. After that date only two more issues came 
off the press, one in September, 1892, the other in December, 1893. 
The St. Louis Movement had run its course and had come to an end. 
But the interest in philosophy which it had awakened lived on and 
spread and could no longer be ignored. American philosophy in the 
technical sense now came into its o^vn and attained weight and mo- 
mentum as a cultural enterprise. 

2. The Philosophy of W. T. Harris 

Brokmcyer, it will be remembered, was the “oracle” of the St. 
I-ouis Movement; Harris was its organizer. Brokmeyer, unable to 
express himself well in writing, exerted his greatest influence through 
personal contacts. He inspired his associates through his astounding 
insight into, and comprehension of, complex and difficult problems, 
and through his skill in tearing to shreds the arguments of his oppo- 
nents. His mind was that of a dialectician. Harris, on the other 
hand, though essentially undialectic and ponderous in his thinking, 
expressed himself very well in writing and for this reason became 
the "syatematizer” of the Movement. The emphasis he placed upon 
certain phases of Hegelianism and the direction which he gave to 
American idealism are still discernible in present-day personalism 
and may be regarded as a permanent contribution to the cultural life 
of America. 

Concerning the genesis of his philosophy, Harris himself has 
given us valuable information in tlte autobiographical sketch included 
in the preface to his book, HegeJs Logic. There we learn that on a 
December evening in 1858, after diligent and prolonged studies of 
]tCant's Critique of Pure ReasoUt Harris obtained an “insight into the 
hue inference from Kant’s Transcendental Aesthetlc”- 7 -the insight. 
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namely, that “the unity of time and space presupposes one absolute 
Reason.” From this evening on he regarded God, freedom, and im- 
mortality as “demonstrable” and, “following out the lines of thought 
begun in 1858,” he arrived in 1863 “at the insight which Hegel has 
expressed in his Fner-sich~seyn or Being-in-itself,” which Harris 
called “independent being.” At this time Harris “had not as yet read 
one-tenth” of Hegel's Logic and he supposed the new insight “to be 
specially that of Hegel.” Later he discovered “that it is the most im- 
portant insight of Plato,” that “Aristotle uses it as the foundation 
of his philosophy,” and that “it has in one form or another furnished 
the light for all philosophy worthy of tlie name since Plato first 
saw it.” 

In 1859-1860 Brokmeyer had translated Hegel’s Logic for the use 
of his friends, and Harris applied himself to a study of this difficult 
work. In 1864 he “obtained an insight into the logical subordina- 
tion of fate to freedom.” In 1866 he arrived “at the first insight that 
is distinctively Hegelian”; he began to understand the distinction 
which Hegel makes "between negative unity or substantiality and 
Begriff or Idee.’* In the same year he “read through Hegel's larger 
logic" for “the fir.st time.” He assures us that he read every word of 
it, but he candidly admits that he “did not understand anything 
beyond the first part of the first volume,” and that he "could not fol- 
low any of the discussions in the second and third volumes, or even 
remember the words from one page to another.” As he puts it: “It 
was all over my head.” Not until 1879 did Harris feel sure that he 
understood “the true outcome of the Hegelian system,” and not until 
“six years later” did he begin to see “that Hegel himself has not 
deduced the logical consequences of his system in the matter of the 
relation of Nature to the Absolute Idea.” Gradually he felt himself 
"turning around” from his “attitude of faith in the Hegelian expo.si- 
tion to an attitude of criticism.” A long and torturous peric^ of 
discipleship had finally come to an end. 

- Harris now attacked what he “could not verify” and “insisted on 
its falsity until it should demonstrate its truth.” He objected in par- 
ticular to Hegel's interpretation of reality because it “gives rise to a 
species of pantheism which says that the Absolute is real only in the 
process of Nature, and his personality actual only in historical per- 
sons” (xv). Harris, in odier words, found in Hegel nothing to 
satisfy his religious interests and longings. He therefore set out to 
revise that system in a manner more suitable to his own tastes and 
along lines now recognized as “personatistic.'’ 
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Harris saw the significance of Hegel “in the fact that he unites in 
one system the Aristotelian and Kantian movements in thought"^ 
That wbicli Aristotle called "entelechy, soul, reason/' Hegel, accord- 
ing to his American interpreter, calls Begriff. But regardless of 
which name we apply to it, Harris maintains, it is “self-active being" 
(31), and only mind can be “self-active.” Mind, therefore, is for 
Harris "the fundamental ground of all objective beings and of all 
subjective consciousness," and “absolute mind is the absolute being" 
(147) . “Its thought is creative and gives rise to the world of nature 
and the world of spirits” ( 148). 

Harris backs up this thesis with a variety of arguments. In the 
first place he points out that true individuality cannot be found in the 
realm of material atoms, for “environment is essential to the atomic 
individual — and this means the denial of its individuality/’* If the 
environment contributes to atomic individuality, then that individ- 
uality is a joined product and the atom is not an individual but only 
a constituent part of an individual. Neither can mere aggregates be 
regarded as individuats. But aggregates in which the parts are "at all 
times in mutual reaction with the other parts through and by means 
of the whole,” are individuals (38). Individuality, therefore, “begins 
with the power of reaction and modification of external surround- 
ings" (38). 

If this be granted, several levels of individuality may be discerned. 
A plant, for example, "acts upon its food and digests it, or assimi- 
lates it, and imposes its form on that which it draws within its organ- 
ism" ; but a plant “does not form within itself an idea or even a 
feeling of that which is external to it” In a plant, therefore, “the 
reaction is real, but not also ideaf* (39). As we rise in the scale of 
nature from plant to animal to man, the nature of the reaction differs, 
and with it differs also the type of individuality we encounter. “The 
energy of the plant is expended in assimilating the external; that of 
the animat in assimilating and reproducing, that of man in assimi- 
lating, reproducing, and seif-producing or creating" (45). In man 
only do we find individuality completely developed and truly achieved. 

The degree of individuality attained at any level may be measured 
in different ways. It is Harris’s contention, for instance, that "the 
attempts to preserve individuality which we see in nutrition and feel- 
ing, do not succeed in obtaining perfect independence." Both these 
activities, "as reactions upon the environment,” depend on the con- 
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tinued presence of the environment (48), and "without a higher 
activity than feeling, there is no continuity of individuality in the ani- 
mal any more than in the plant" ; for "eacli new moment is a new 
beginning to a being that has feeling but not memory” (49). 

According to Harris “the activity by which the mind ascends from 
sense-perceiJtion to memory is the activity of attention.” In and 
through attention "will” appears as a form of intellectual activity. 
The senses no longer passively receive and report what is before 
them, but are compelled to "choose some definite point of observation, 
and neglect the rest.” We are no longer buffeted about by immediate 
impressions. Observation becomes directed and controlled observa- 
tion; and in the “act of attention” the first step is taken in the process 
of abstraction. The way is pre{)arcd for an ever-increasing freedom 
of the mind (65). 

The appearance of Jangtiage, finally, indicates that the stage of 
“complete self-activity” has been reached; for in order to use lan- 
guage the individual “must be able not only to act for itself, but to 
act wholly upon itself.” Language, according to Harris, is therefore 
“the criterion of immortal individuality” (72). 

With the appearance of language the level of thought has been 
reached ; but at this level still further distinctions must be made. As 
Harris puts it: "The lowest thinking activity inventories things, but 
neglects relations ; the middle stage of thinking inventories relations, 
forces, and processes, and sees things in their essences, but neglects 
self-relation or totality”; it is the level of science. “The highest 
stage of thinking knows tluit all indq>cndent being has the form of 
life or mind, and that the Absolute is a person, and it studies all 
things to discern traces of the creative energy which is the form of 
the totality” (91-92) ; it is the realm of speculative philosophy which, 
in all essentials, is but a sclf-revclatiun of the Absolute. Add to these 
contentions Harris’s belief that Ilegei has demonstrated “explicitly 
that every form of life has syllogistic structure,” “that even the 
inorganic world is dominated by the same form” (107-108), and 
that therefore all rational beings “participate in the principle that 
gives existence to the world,” which is “reason” (127), — say, 
add all this to the arguments previously stated, and it is not 
unnatural that Harris should regard miud as the ultimate essence 
of reality. 

An analysis of the idea of causality leads Harris to the same con- 
clusion. He finds, in the Erst place, that “no relations between phe- 
nomena will arise except through causality'* (24) ; and he finds, in 
the second place, that a chain of secondary or apparent causes pro- 
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vides no true explanation of the phenomena. The “chain of rela- 
tivity," that is, the sequence of merely "dependent beings,” must end 
“in a true cause and cannot be conceived without it” (131). This 
“true cause” is “an absolute,” inasmuch as it is independent, and it 
is “self-active” (130). It “gives form to itself or to others" (132, 
28). It is determined only “through its own activity — it is self- 
determined” (28) ; and only mind can be that, Harris thus finds 
that “our idea of cause” is “the nucleus of our idea of an absolute” 
(132), and that the “perfect self-activity” upon which the whole 
realm of nature and of finite minds depends is comprehensible only 
as an absolute mind, as a “personal god” (31) ; for, according to 
Harris, the “perfect self-distinction of a First Cause” implies “per- 
fect will, perfect knowledge, perfect life” (31). 

Self-activity is the true e.ssence of the First Cause of the world 
and is its sustaining princijJc, When we now ask "what phenom- 
ena,” that is, what space-time manifestations, we may attribute to 
this self-activity, Harris replies that, “in the first place, we recognize 
it in plants” (148). “The self-activity of the plant is a formative 
power that can conquer other forms and impose its own form upon 
them” (149), Next, we find self-activity in animals. Here it is 
“manifested in locomotion, and especially in its conformity to design 
or purpose,” Witli purpose or design, however, we have readied a 
new level of reality — ^“internality” ( 150) ; which is preparatory to the 
highest level, that of thought (151). 

At the highest level “self-activity is self-determining and self- 
knowing, subject and object" (157). Harris therefore concludes 
that "the All-perfect knows himself as all-perfect,” that “his know- 
ing is creating, because will and knowing are one in the Absolute,” 
and that “knowing himself he creates what is self-knowing, self- 
willing. and hence pure sdf-activity, like himself a creator” (157) — 
to wit, the human ^ing. 

The three levels of feality manifested in the world — plant, animal, 
human — are, however, by no means completely separated from one 
another, On the contrary, Harris maintains, “the lower order of 
being exists only in the process of evolution into the higher,” “It 
exists only IroMwiK, and its individuality is fleeting" (160). Each 
finite thing has "phenomenal existence” only, and "not absolute 
existence." “It is relative and dependent, and manifests its depend- 
ence by change” ( 161). “All growing individuals and all finite things 
exist because they are created and sustained by a Perfect Being,” and 
“only the perfect or completely developed can exist in perfect inde- 
l^dence” (161). 
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Augmenting this contention, Harris argues further that “all 
(finite) things have thetr explanation in a blind attempt on the part 
of nature to look at itself” (169). But a blind tendency in nature to 
develop some ideal implies as its logical condition a completely real* 
ized ideal in the absolute first principle in which nature is rooted and 
in which it has its being (168-170). The lowest, therefore, “presup- 
poses the highest as its creator” (186) ; and from this it follows that 
the real meaning of evolution must be found in the fact that “all 
things are on the way toward the realization as personal intelligence 
and will” (187). 

The Absolute creates and sustains the world of finite beings — such 
is Harris’s conclusion. But the act of creation itself is, paradoxically, 
“a free act, though necessary." It is “not compelled by an external 
necessity,” and in this sense it is free. But it is under “logical neces- 
sity” — ^the necessity, namely, “that the first principle should be self- 
active or self-determining, and hence free intelligence” (161). It 
follows from this, as far as Plarris is concerned, that the self-active 
First Cause is also “the basis of our idea of freedom, of moral re- 
sponsibility, of self-hood, of immortality” (132), 

Nature and human enterprise are thus both manifestations of the 
Absolute. But, as Harris puts it, “the phases of nature found in the 
revolving globe, -the plant, the animal, reflect the principle of self- 
activity” but “do not adequately reveal” it. “Man alone in his intelli- 
gence and will reveals it; for he can grow in knowledge and wisdom, 
and he can grow In holiness forever, by the exercise of his self-activ- 
ity" (166). The self-active nature of man Is therefore also the key 
to an understanding of the Absolute, and the most adequate inter- 
pretation of reality 'is one given in terms of a self-active and personal 
principle or God. 

Harris’s “personalistic” trend of thought is unmistakable. His 
Hegelianism has been modified by his American environment at least 
to the extent to which the general spirit of the time gave special 
emphasis to individuality and “.self-action.” It is this spirit, inci- 
dentally, which is reflected in the whole of American idealism and 
which we shall encounter again in the philosophies of Bowne and 
Howison and, in a modified form, in the philosophy of Royce as well. 
Before we discuss these other systems, however, we must consider 
briefly the religious controversies which had arisen at this time; for 
these controversies were, in a sense, the inunediate occasion -for some 
of the work in philosophy. 



Chapter 6 

EVOLUTION AND THE RELIGIOUS 
CONTROVERSIES 

1. The Impact of Darwin’s Theory 

The economic and social transformation of the United States 
which culminated in the Gilded Age was accompanied in the intel- 
lectual sphere by a new trend towards naturalism and materialism. 
In this transition the triumphs of the natural sciences played a major 
part. But the American mind was agitated not so much by the meth- 
ods and procedures of the various sciences themselves as by certain 
postulates and broad principles assumed or implied by the sciences, 
and by the philosophies presumably derived from or justified by them. 
Foremost among the ideas of greatest significance were the New- 
tonian system of classical mechanics and the more recent theories of 
evolution. 

The Newtonian system had been regarded by New England 
divines as disclosing but the greater glory and magnificence of God 
in His creation, and by the Deists as additional support for the argu- 
ment from design. Even Lamarck’s views on evolution were not 
regarded as particularly disturbing. 

Howe\'er, just prior to the publication of Darwin’s epoch-maldng 
work, The Origin oj Species by Means of Naturd Selection; or, The 
Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life (1859), 
heated controversies concerning the original unity or diversity of the 
human race disturbed the tranquility of intellectual life in America. 
The issues of the approaching War of Secession reverberated in lec- 
tures, debates, and publications of all kinds, disturbing scientists, 
theologians, and philosophers alike.^ And when in the midst of these 
controversies Darwin’s theory became known in America, it was 

r C/. Cabell, J. L., Tkt TetUmony ef Modim Seitneg to the Uttify of MankittJ, 
y^ork, 1859; Stnytfa, Tkomas, The Unify ef the Hnnutn Raeis Proved to Be the 
Doeirtno ofStnptun, Reaton, and Scieneo: vith a Review of the Proeent Position and 
Thmry of Professor Agassk, Nw York. 1850; Bacbmui, J., The Deetrine of the 
« Prtnetples 0/ Setonco, Charieston, 1850; 

Non, Jmfab Bjrf Gtiddun, George R., Types of Mankind, Fkiladelphia, 1854 ; Lesley, 
J. P.. Jtfaiir Ortetn end Destiny Sketched front the Platform ef Physical Seiencos, 
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made an issue between the "divcrsionists’' and the "untfarlans.” 
Agassiz, for example, who supported the heterodox thesis of “orig- 
inal varieties” of mankind, attacked the Darw’inian ideas, whereas 
Asa Gray, who upheld the orthodox thesis of “original unity of 
mankind,” came out in their favor — and this despite his theistic posi- 
tion, The real import of Darwin’s work seemed to be lost in the much 
more narrowly conceived question of “one or many original human 
races.” That it was not entirely lost may be seen, however, from a 
review of Darwin’s book which appeared in 1860 in The North 
Awertcan Review* 

The author of this review, Professor Francis Bowen (Harvard 
University), pointed out that “the theory [of evolution], if accepted 
at all, must ^ accepted as a whole. ... Mr. Darwin is bound to 
account for the origin of tlie human species just as much as for that 
of the lowest insect. ... He is bound ... to find the means of bridging 
over, by imperceptibly fine gradations, tlie immense gap which now 
separates man from the animals most nearly allied to him” (501). 
But these implications of Darwin’s theory were not generally under- 
stood until the publication of Darwin's own book. The Descent of 
Man (1871). Then the storm broke. 

The reactions of .American scientists to the new ideas were some- 
what mixed but the reactions of the theologians, as might have 
been expected, were sharply divided and violently partisan — some 
theologians condemning the new theory as an atheistic heresy, others 
attempting to reconcile it with accepted church doctrine.^ 
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Prior to 1859 men had sought for tlie evidence of design in nature 
and had therein found proof not only of the existence of God but of 
His providential plans as well. Now this whole conception of nature 
was challenged ; for did not Darwin's theory show that blind nature 
was working out its destiny through the chance results of a relentless 
struggle for existence? The very foundations of Christian faith 
seemed threatened. 

At first the doctrine of evolution shocked not only the theologians 
but die scientists as well. Jean Louis Agassiz, the distinguished 
Harvard zoologist, denounced it almost as vigorously as did Charles 
Hodge, who declared “that a more absolutely incredible theory was 
never propounded for acceptance among men."® Agassiz, whose Pla- 
tonism undoubtedly colored his scientific work, denied that one 
species can change into another and asserted that all observable devia- 
tions from the true character of a species are but ephemeral aberra- 
tions possessing no particular significance. On the other hand, Asa 
Gray, the renowned botanist, accepted evolution as a well-establislied 
fact of nature; and Chauncey Wright,® Darwin’s first enthusiastic 
disciple in America, "conceived a new type of science of tlie mind, a 
new teleology, which would evaluate consciousness, habits, manners, 
morals in terms of their utility for the survival of the race," and 
which would constitute "a synthesis of utilitarianism and Darwin- 
ism."* Wright’s early death prevented the completion of this project 
which, in the judgment of Professor Schneider, "would certainly 
have been one of the major works in the history of American thought 
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and probably a classic expression of naturalistic utilitarianism as a 
normative science."* 

A number of American scientists accepted the theory of evolution 
and expanded it into a general philosophical doctrine. Alexander 
Winchell, for example, “succeeded in telling the whole tale of evolu- 
tion in terms of a Universal Intelligence and Will, so that the dis- 
covery of relentless law in nature came, not as a shock, but as evi- 
dence of God’s intelligence in choosing an orderly method of creation 
from among *the infinite storehouse of possible plans under whidi 
the Supreme Power might have proceeded.* Winchell was par- 
ticularly impressed by those “facts which show the ideas of the far- 
off coming ages wandering in advance of their time among the crea- 
tions of an existing world, like streaks of morning light." It is, he 
says, “as if the thoughts of the Creator were busied with the plans of 
the distant future, while his hands are occupied with the work of 
today, Thus were incorporated in the organisms of one age hints of 
the features which were to blossom and tmfold in the dominant ideas 
of the following one. Thus grew into being those 'prophetic types' 
which show that One Inlelligence has ordered creation — an intelli- 
gence to which the past and the future are both present."^* “Pointing 
out the improbability of many organisms varying together in such a 
manner as to make Darwinian natural selection operative," Winchell 
argued that “natural selection itself must have been designed" ; and 
emphasizing the fact that “natural selection is merely a 'residual 
effect,' not 'an innate impulse to deviation,' " and that it is “a truism 
to assert that 'the weakest go under,' “ he maintained that “it is not 
the struggle itself but some other cause which makes animals fit to 
survive in the struggle.”^^ This “other cause," according to Winchell, 
is that “Being whose existence is before all and beyond all,” that 
“Supreme Intelligence,” the “Author of Nature" — God.“ 

This “Supreme Intelligence," Winchell believes, permeates the 
whole of nature; for “Nature has not only anticipated the coming of 
man; but has contemplated the exercise of human intelligence. How 
few of the benefits which Nature affords have been reached without 
study and thought Matter was “endowed with all its capacities 
of benefit to the human race,” but not without "design that those 
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benefits should be secured and enjo 3 fed.” According to Winchell, 
"this is tantamount to saying that the provisions of Nature prophesy 
a reasoning mind.” Actually, so Winchell continues, “we may ven- 
ture to go much farther than this and assert tliat the material of 
thought which Nature furnishes is correlated to the thinking prin- 
ciple of man. When the Creator adopted an intelligent method in the 
ordinations of the material world, it was equivalent to a declaration 
of purpose to introduce an intelUgent being. And when tlie Creator 
had stocked the world with the materials of thought, and had planted 
in it a being capable of understanding Nature, it was tlie obvious pur- 
pose of the Deity that Nature should be investigated, and that, 1^ 
such investigations, man should become not only wiser, but more 
reverent, religious, and haj^y.”** 

2. Hitchcock, McCosh, and Bascom 

The advocates of the doctrine of evolution invited Tyndall to lec- 
ture in America during 1872-1873. Thomas H. Huxley came over 
from England in 1876, and Herbert Spencer arrived in 1882. At 
about diis time President Andrew D. White of Cornell delivered his 
often-repeated lecture, "The Battlefields of Science,”*® and evolution 
became a topic that was discussed everywhere in America. 

As the controversy advanced two distinct points of view became 
increasingly discernible. On the one hand, physics began to encroach 
upon the interest in biology;*® and wherever this happened “the lead- 
ership in speculation based on scientific findings passed from Spencer 
to Ernst Haeckel.” Purpose “disappeared from the grim face of the 
material universe,” and “the benevolent evolutionism of Spencer” 
gave way to "the mechanistic materialism of Haeckel.” Disillusion- 
ment and pessimism follow^ 

In America, however, the overwhelming trend pointed in the oppo- 
site direction. James McCosh of Princeton saw in evolution Gt^'s 
continuous act of creation,**' and John Bascom rejoiced in the breadth 
of view and the boundless hope with which the doctrine of evolution 
invests its believer.® 

u itM., 337. 
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The general point of view of these religious thinkers had been 
foreshadowed by Edward Hitchcock, professor of natural history 
and chemistry at Amherst College, who in 1857 published a book 
entitled Religious Truth, Illustrated from Science. In a chapter deal- 
ing with “The Relations and Mutual Duties Between the Philosopher 
and the Theologian” (written in 1852), he said: “The grand dis- 
tinction between the Bible and all other professed revelations is, not 
that it has anticipated scientific discoveries, but that there is nothing 
in its statements which those discoveries contradict or invalidate” 
(67). Seemingly irreconcilable conflicts between science and religion 
have occurred, to be sure; but "Christianity stands on too firm and 
broad a base to be overturned by one or a hundred such blows as 
have hitherto been aimed against it The true policy is to wait for a 
time, to see whether we fully understand the new views, and whether 
they conflict with the letter or tlie spirit of revelation” (80). Suppose 
it should happen, Hitchcock went on, that the empirical evidence 
relied upon in the sciences leads to conclusions which, on the face of 
it, contradict statements in the Bible. “Is it quite certain that we must 
give up the Bible, or its more important doctrines? Would the dis- 
crepancy appear so great as it did when the Copernican system was 
first announced? Shame on us, that we feel so fearful in respect to 
God’s Word, and those eternal truths tliat form the groundwork of 
the scheme of salvation !” (93). 

In 1889 McCosh published a book entitled First and Fundamental 
Truths, Being o Treatise on Metaphysics. Although this book de- 
fends a “Realistic Philosophy, opix>sed alike to the Sceptical Philos- 
ophy, which has proceeded from Hume, in England, and the Idealistic 
Philosopliy, which has ramified from Kant, in Germany," and op- 
posed also to “the Scottish and higher French Schools,” it contains 
not even a reference to evolution. McCosh writes in this formidable 
volume as if Darwin had never lived and as if the theologico-meta- 
physical implications of Darwin’s theory had never been discussed in 
.America. Yet only one year earlier, McCosh himself, in his Bedell 
Lectures, had dealt with The Religions Aspects of Evolution, and 
only one year later, in 1890, he published an “enlarged and improved 
edition" of the book bearing this title. There is no explanation for 
the fact that the problem of evolution found no consideration in 
McCosh’s treatise on metaphysics. 

However, as McCosh sees it, the “problem" of evolution is ulti- 
mately not the alternative, God or not-God, but the alternative, “God 
working without means or by means, the means being created by 
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God and working for him.”“ And he finds tliat “there is nothing 
atheistic in the creed that God proceeds by instruments (4) • More- 
over McCosli at once transcends the biological theory of evolution 
and interprets the new doctrine in its cosmic sweep, accepting the 
Kant-Laplace “nebular hypothesis" concerning the origin of the 
earth and tracing in broad outline the development from primordial 
,nebular mass to the appearance of man on a firm earth. “In all this,’ 
he says, “God is working, not by special interferences, but by the 
natural causes which develop into effects — in other words, by evolu- 
tion" (29). In the process as a whole "there is what scientists call 
a system, what Platonists will an idea, what theologians call design or 
purpose." “It is produced by God" (38). 

Most emphatically AicCosh urges us to “look on evolution simply 
as the method by which God works" (58), "Because God executes 
his purposes by agents, whidi, it should be observed, he has himself 
appointed, we are not therefore to argue that he does not continue 

to act, that he does not now act He is still in his works, which 

not only were created by him but have no power without his indwell- 
ing. Though an event may have been ordained from all eternity, God 
is as much concerned in it as if he only ordained it now. God acts in 
his works now quite as much as he did in their original creation. The 
effects follow, the product is evolved" (59). 

And evolution, McCosh points out, is a method of creation “not 
unworthy of God" (62). It is "suited to man’s nature," and “it 
accompiisiies some good ends" (62). It secures order and adapta- 
tion in nature (64), and it assures "progression" (66). “The theory 
of Evolution does not undermine or interfere in any way with the 
ordinary doctrine of Final Cause. The adaptation of one object or 
agent to another and their cooperation to accomplish a good end, to 
give a life and plan to the plant and comfort to the animal, are fondly 
believed by the great body of mankind to be a proof of design and of 
a designing mind. The force of the argument is not lessened by the 
circumstance that the skillful structures have been inherited" (69). 

McCosh is not prepared to “employ an argument from Evolution 
as furnishing the primary proof of the existence of God” (70) ; but 
he is convinced that “those of us who believe in God on other grounds 
may trace in the development of Nature evidence of his wisdom and 
goodness” (70). Evolution, therefore, far from undermining our 
faith in God, is “in thorough harmony witli all the other operations 
of Nature, showing the evidently designed adaptation of one thing 
to another in the past and in the present" (71). , We see in it "cer- 
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tain subordinate ends planned and executed, alivays under the highest 
end, the manifestation of the wisdom and gfxxiness of God” (71). 

Does man 6t into this evolutionary scheme of nature? McCosh 
replies: “Man is undoubtedly an animal. . . . But he is higher than 
the animal, and is allied to God” (102). “If anyone ask me if I 
believe man’s body to have come from a brute, I answer that I know 
not. I believe in revelation, I believe in science, but neither has re- 
vealed this to me; and I restrain the weak curio.sity which would 
tentpt me to inquire into what cannot lie known. Meanwhile I am 
sure, and I assert, that man’s soul is of a higher origin and of a 
nobler type” (103-104). — ^\Vhen McCosh wrote the.se lines, Dar- 
win’s book, T/ie Descent oj Man, published in 1871, had been avail- 
able for twenty years. 

The point of view presented by Janies McCosh was defended also 
by other religious leaders of the time. Henry Ward Beecher, for 
example, argued in much the same vein as did McCosh that evolution 
is merely “the deciphering of God’s thought as revealed in the struc- 
ture of the world,”“® Satisfied tliat evolution as they interpreted it — 
evolution as God’s method of creation — was perfectly reconcilable 
with religion, i.e., with traditional Christianity, men like McCosh 
and Beecher forgot only too readily the radical change in the concep- 
tion of nature which the theory of evolution entailed. Concerned 
only with the preservation and defense of orthodox tenets of faith in 
the face of new scientific discoveries, they did not fully comprehend 
the revolution in die point of view forced by the doctrine of evolution. 

It was otherwise with John Bascom.”^ He realized that “evolution 
greatly alters” the widely accepted view “of a physical world pos- 
sessed of its own ultimate qualities, and subject, like material in the 
hands of a builder, to constructive processes foreign to it” (l'-2): 
and fearlessly and in an impassioned manner he drew the conse- 
quences from this new understanding. “The world is not so much a 
construction as a growth” (2), he said; and the realization that this 
is so necessitates an adjustment in our tliinkiiig of sucli magnitude 
as was never before comiielled by a scientific d>.scovery. 

To begin w’ith, it is Bascom's contention that “by virtue of the 
doctrine of evolution” knowledge itself “^ins certainty, universality, 
solidarity” (5); for in evolution “we are dealing, all of us in all 
places and times, with phenomena which interpret each other, and 
are coherent with each other in one world” (5). 
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It is necessary, however, to distioguish between ‘‘mechanical” and 
“spiritual” evolution, for “tlie one or the other leaves the world in 
very different degrees a dead or a living thing” (10). By “mechan- 
ical evolution” Bascom means “one in which the quality and quan- 
tity of all the agents involved are perfectly definite” ; one in which 
“the included causes are, at any moment in which we take up the 
process, complete” ; one in which “each successive stage in the move- 
ment follows in due order, and the last is as perfectly embraced in 
the primary conditions as the first” (10). By “spiritual evolution" 
Bascom means “one of distinct increments and of an overruling pur- 
pose”; one “which in its entire process contains and expresses per- 
sonal, spiritual power in the means employed, in their combination, 
and In their outcome” ; one in which “the physical forces are, In every 
stage of tlieir development, permeated and borne forward by intel- 
lectual ones”; one in which “the two terms, physical and spiritml, 
proceed inseparable from each other” (10-11). The idea of “me- 
chanical evolution” Bascom repudiates because, in his opinion, it is 
not sustained by the facts. “It makes no provision, certainly no 
adequate provision, for the larger half, the spiritual half, of the 
world”; it “fearfulJy mutilates” reality (10). The idea of “spiritual 
evolution” Bascom accepts because “it recognizes, in their full 
extent and at their true value, the spiritual elements we find in the 
world” (11). 

If we adhere to the idea of “spiritual evolution,” then, so Bascom 
contends, knowledge itself becomes marvelously unified. The “re- 
ligionist” can then no longer say, *I accept sdence in its own field, 
but I warn it off from the field of faith' ; nor can the scientist any 
longer say, ‘I busy myself with the verifiable facts of the world; all 
beyond these is changeable and illusory, a province I have no occasion 
to enter’ (37). It is true, of course, that, in a sense, “science per- 
tains to present, physical, and natural events,” whereas “religion 
pertains to future, spiritual, and supernatural events” ; that “science 
is a disclosure of a certain narrow class of things as they lie about us, 
and aims at no transformation of them,” whereas "religion is a revela- 
tion, and must be discussed in its own light” (37). But “look on 
science, philosophy, and religion as we will,” we shall find only 
“diversity, not division, between them”; "they are parts of one king- 
dom of truth, not distinct kingdoms subject to wholly different laws” 
(50). It is Bascom’s contention that "this union between ail forms 
of knowledge m subject-matter, in method of inquiry, in the aid and 
eorreetton they bring each other, is established beyond denial by the 
doctrine of evolution” (51). This is so, Bascom asserts, because 
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evolution itself is “a movement which extends through all fields, is 
contiuuous in all, and completed by all" (51). 

Physical evolution, Bascom is convinced, “long and bright as are 
the stretches by which it has come down to us, has measurably 
reached its destination” (51). Even the form and structure of man’s 
body may not be expected to change greatly. “When, however, we 
put in place of physical life, social and spiritual life, the current (of 
evolution) at once shows new force” ; for “we are just at the begin- 
ning of intellectual life,” and “we must give it in evolution, as its last 
and highest product, all the significance which belongs to it” (52). 
To quote more extensively; “Evolution is nut simply continuity, it 
is development. As man’s physical structure, in reference to animal 
life, is a goal, so also is the perfecting of human society a goal in 
reference to human history and all the races of men. It is at once con- 
tinuation and diversity, movement and consummation. Evolution 
involves equally both notions. The movement is not aimless, the aim 
is not foreign to the movement. We should feel the full implication 
of evolution. It does not overwhelm us with physical forces, it mar- 
shals them all for our largest service. The transition we are making 
from the physical to the spiritual world as the chief seat of incentives, 
while it is a bold one, is also one of the closest genetic dependence 
and of the most comprehensive and inclusive .sweep. Mothing is 
neglected, nothing left behind. The physical and the spiritual are 
built together as one kingdom, — a kingdom that we can declare to be 
neither physical or spiritual, but both ; each in the other in an indi- 
visible fashion, as inspiration and elevation in a cathedral. The sci- 
ence of the world and the art of the world cohabit in one home, — a 
home whose resources are just beginning to l)e developed. The fine 
art of the world and the spiritual life of the world are born into this 
household as at once of it and beyond it, the fruit of one living move- 
ment” (52-53). Thus “while it makes neither the materialistic nor 
the idealistic tendency impossible,” evolution “discloses, through 
long periods, their reciprocal correction of each other, and the grow- 
ing interlock of physical and intellectual forces in knowledge.” “It 
declares for neither” (55). It distingtiishes the physical and the 
spiriUuil, emphasizes their constructive relation to each other, and 
“pushes the mind forward in anticipation to a still more perfect inter- 
play” (55). In evolution, therefore, “the world never ceases to be 
physical, or ceases to be intellectual, but embraces, in its progressive 
unfolding, more completely both elements” (56). 

The result is that the supernatural is coming to stand in a dif- 
ferent relation to the natural from that which it has hitherto held. 
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Evolution shows that there is unity between them despite their diver- 
sity. "There are a dependence between them, and a needfulness of 
botli, which make of them a necessary scriuence in the growth of 
knowledge — parts of one evolutionary process” (57). "What evolu- 
tion has done and is doing is to secure a re-adjustment of the natural 
and the supernatural to each other, a better conception of both, and a 
more perfect interplay between them” (63). 

Although hitherto the natural sciences have held a position of ex- 
ceptional significance, they cannot ultimately be sustained unless they 
meet the "demands of the social world.” The spiritual life, according 
to Bascom, is "the final test” ; and it is this final test "simply because 
it is the completion of the organic circuit.” This conception of life, 
Bascom finds, "evolution confirms" ; and this problem of life, "evolu- 
tion conies to solve” (72). But in Bascom’s view what we call the 
"movement of evolution” is also the “movement of reason.” In and 
through it the world is laid open to us as "a dynamic, living, spiritual 
product” (73). "The expansive power of a spiritual world alters 
the inertia and grossness of a physical one. The spirit is clothed, and 
clothed in a garment suited to its own regal nature. The divisions 
and the diversities of knowledge disappear under this movement, and 
its unity is found where atone unity can be found — in a marvelous 
reconciliation of things far apart and near togctlier. Truth and false- 
hood, holiness and sin, happiness and suffering, are brought to light 
and eliminated in one and the same struggle. They are not alien in- 
gredients accidentally commingled, but the reason of each is con- 
tained in the other. The universe is an evolution, a travailing in pain, 
with this burden of life at its heart” (73). 

Evolution in its broad sweep and spiritual significance, evolution, 
in other words, as Bascom conceives it, is "most directly opposed to 
that form of the creative idoi whidi man derives from his own me- 
chanical work” (79). It is therefore necessary for us to change' 
radically our ideas of God and his relation to the world. God is not 
an artificer, detached and separated from the material in which he 
fashions his works. He is immanent iii the onward rush of evolution 
itsell And since this is so, our thinking must make a transition 
"from a lower to a higher conception”; "from, waiting on' God to 
working with him ; from a relatively blind dependence on inexplicable 
providences to a perfectly rational cooperation with a wise and com- 
prehensive methc^ : from a confused jumbling of Causes and reasons 
in one tangled skem fo a careful extension of them, like a net 
^read ont, till they cover the entire field of thought and action” 
(80-81). 
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In evolution both virtue and truth find a place ; for "neither Ccin be 
fully attained without the other," and "action is the medium of both" 
(88). Accept evolution, Bascoin says. — “evohitioii, which lies on 
the surface of the religious history of the world,” and even the per- 
plexities of our many and perplexed forms of faith disappear. "By 
error and by truth, by vice and by virtue, men have been corrected, 
and guided into a higher life. Only as that life becomes their uni- 
versal experience, and so attains its true dimensions, can it become 
completely apprehended in thought, feeling, action” (88). And if 
our religious growth itself is understood in terms of evointion, then 
scepticism and agnosticism appear in their proper light; for it is then 
seen that scepticism is "the aggrc.s.sive force of mind, by which it 
breaks tlirough error and renc^vs effect” (89); and agnosticism 
"serves, in the mining of the veins of knowledge, to close up dan- 
gerous shafts, to wall in drifts that have proved unproductive” (89). 
WTien we accept evolution, therefore, we do nothing more than plant 
ourselves squarely on "a first premise of thought, the rational coher- 
ence of tilings" (90). 

But evolution also accounts for liberty — that "solvent of all in- 
tellectual activity” (92) ; for evolution includes not only all “growing 
instances of man's potency,” it also "allows the theoretical difficulties 
in the doctrine of liberty to fall into the Irackground” (94). And it 
“shows the world to be vital as one whole” (95). In the process of 
evolution '‘there are no laws which harass liberty, many laws which 
facilitate it; no decrees which bar freedom, many whicli demand its 
prompt use” (95). “The mind and heart of God are here and now 
in the world, and they give us the best possible opportunity to work 
with them in a living, loving, flexible way” (96). As human beings 
we stand "centre-wise” in creation; for we create and we are created. 
But evolution “casts the clearest light we have on the most funda- 
mental problem in personal life, the interaction of physical and spirit- 
ual things.” “It reveals most certainly, and teaches most clearly, the 
growth and the method of growth by whicli the spiritual separates 
itself from the physical, and increasingly rules over it” (97). 

The evolutionary progress all around us may be observed even in 
the development of religion itself, and in that of many religious ideas. 
A deeper meaning is given to doctrines of faith by the theory of evolu- 
tion. . For; ewiniple, "in place of the fait of Adam, original sin, in- 
herited sin, the transmission of penalty to. the third and fourth 
generation, we have the burden of an inferior animal life, only slowly 
shaken off, and permeated with utmost difficulty with higher, more 
vital impulses” (103). The first scries of beliefs here enumerated is, 
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according to Bascom, "a rendering of the facts of human life theo- 
retically, with inadequate knowledge’*; the second series is "a re- 
rendering of them, to the same ends, under an extended historical 
grasp of the situation” (103-104). “One is as much struck with the 
concurrence of the earlier and later doctrines as with their differ- 
ence” (104), 

But great as is the force of the evolutionary idea when taken in 
connection with our individual life, Bascom finds that it is greater 
still in its disclosure of the “tnte nature of our collective life” (104). 

As Bascom sees it, the moral order of the world is the supreme 
order, and we cannot attain to it save as the result of the largest ex- 
perience and the most comprehensive insight (108). In the phil- 
osophy of the Stoics the moral law found remarkable expression “as 
a detached cxjKrience” but “showed little power in correcting the 
very great evils with which it was in contact” (110). According to 
Christian conceptions “the moral law is the law of life” (111), but 
the religious development of the third century and tlie centuries fol- 
lowing “so utterly misconceived” this law as to become “in its bigotry 
and exaction, a most dangerous enemy to it” (112). “It virtually 
arrested the growth of ethical law by checking that personal inquiry 
and freedom of action which are its essence” (112). Moreover, "rt* 
ligious belief for a long time, by asceticism, celibacy, monasticisin, 
opposed itself to life, mutilated and macerated it, impoverished and 
embittered it, despised and humbled it, . , . Spiritual incentives were 
framed and enforced, long and wide, in painful detacliment from 
those large claims which our personal powers and social relations 
make upon us” (112-113), To put the contrast briefly; "the Stoics 
took the ethical law in its breadth and grandeur, but without that 
immediate sense of a divine presence and those universal affections 
which make obedience easy and rewardful. The Christian struggled 
for the supersensuous impressions ; but not grounding them in ethical 
law, in human experience, they became fanciful, extravagant, and 
without permanent productive power.” “The Stoic . . . fills his mind 
with a fine sense of ethical law, and then defies the events which are 
constantly assailing his defenses.” The Christian escapes his con- 
fusion “in part by a violent spiritual uplift which struggles to 
for itself an independent centre.’* Each strives to win a life bqrond 
the life about him, the one in an intellectual, the other in an emotional, 
region (114-115), But, and here emerges Bascom’s own thesis; 
"Christ bids us lose our lives, the immediate joy and comfort of them; 
in a universal struggle for the true conditions of life, and to win back 
a masterful life, carrying its own conquering impulses into our hourly 
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experiences. We are to plant, cultivate, and ripen our virtues in the 
sterile soil and under the harsh climate which enclose us. till there 
conics to be a spiritual fertility begotten out of the corrected processes 
of culture itself. We conquer by submission, but we conquer. This is 
profoundly rational, but it is also profoundly evolutionary” (115). 
“The actual and tlie ideal are made to work together in all that is 
good. What is yielded is yielded in reference to winning it back 
again in a better form. There is no defiance and no contempt; no 
casting away of anything that is good, but a working ivith it upward 
into a more comprehensive good” (116). “Tlie real is idealized, and 
the ideal is realizetl. The law of love is tested and conlirtned by a 
comprehensive and complex life subject to it, and that life is disclosed 
in its inner law by means of it. . . . Evolution is bringing together 
the inner force and the outer form, the integrity of truth and the in- 
spiration of truth, making by tlie two a new disclosure of the divine 
mind” (118). 

If it be objected that evolution, if indeed it takes place at all, is so 
slow a process that it is imperceptible, Bascom replies that “if we 
accept evolution as a truly rational theory of the universe; if we see 
no other way in which life and knowledge, freedom and power, can 
be made so wide, so universal, so substantial a possession, then the 
slowness of the movement is inseparable from its nature, and ceases 
to be an objection” (129). And if we accept evolution, then the 
suffering that is in the world also takes on a new meaning. If the in- 
tellectual and spiritual life are worth the wimiing, then “it is no longer 
rational for us to bewail each new hardship.” “The suffering of the 
world is an inseparable part of its discipline. It is the disclosure of 
failure, complete or partial. It corrects our errors, gives tone to our 
social life, and is the background of our spiritual joys. Suffering is an 
essential element in human experience, rendered in terms of evolu- 
tion, and, like delay, is measured by the very exigency in which it is 
involved. The suffering is the exigency, and the exigency Is tlie 
suffering” (130). - 

But if suffering is thus an. “inseparable part" of the world’s “dis- 
cipline,” then the fundamental question is not whether life, as an 
aggregate of pains and pleasures, of woes and joys, is worth living, 
but whether life so lived can have an adequate goal. And this ques- 
tion Bascom answers in the affirmative. “It is a victory over death 
that we are winning ; and that not for ourselves only, but for the 
whole creation, that travaileth in pain until now" (131). Viewed in 
terms of evolution, “life rejoices in itself ; and the higher the life, the 
greater the joy. Grief, despondency, are simply the decadence of life. 
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the retardation of the movement, grinding upon itself. Movement, 
evolution, is a universal joy, ‘a joy forever"’ (131).^ “Evolution 
not only requires an ever more complete life, but that this life should 
be thoroughly integrated with, and tlie product of, our present life. 
Animality, rationality, spirituality, are not only ascending terms in 
one movement; they are sustaining and completing terms as well” 
(132-133). 

For Bascoffl “growth is a spiritual direction,” is “a most obvious 
and significant” fact in “the life of the race.” But the higher life “in 
no way divorces itself from the lower life from which it springs” ; it 
takes that lower life up into itself and transmutes it (134). This 
fundamental aspect of evolution is especially noticeable in the realm 
of social or cultural development and in “the spiritual history of the 
world.” “Each succeeding stage is more comprehensive, more or- 
ganic, than the previous one. The completion of each movement is 
in that which follows it. Every movement involves so delicate a poise 
of forces that it must pass on to a higher movement or it loses its own 
equilibrium and perishes. The law and the prophets must be fulfilled 
in something superior to themselves, or they squander tlieir own 
wealth” (141-142), Even our religious conceptions undergo evolu- 
tionary transformations. Take, for example, the doctrine of “ever- 
lasting punishment” as the “penalty of sin.” This doctrine, Bascom 
argues, “remains with men so long as they have not the ideas of 
justice, patience, renovation, grace, which inevitably exclude it.” As 
the latter ideas gain ground the conception of everlasting punishment 
"gives way.” “It ceases to hav’e interpreting power. It becomes a 
perversion of the moral order, creative purpose, and growing beauty 
of the world. It perishes from men’s minds because the ideas which 
have nourished it are taking on higher forms” ( 189) . 

Evolution explains even the “growing conception of the character 
of God” ( 189) and “discloses to us the divine mind with the largest 
possible accumulation of details and with the most overwhelming 
force” (191). Bascom, in other words, far from attempting merely 
to show that the theory of evolution in the biological sciences does not 
contradict the basic tenets of Christian faith, makes evolution the 
touchstone of reiigion itself and uses the idea of evolution as the kqr 
to broad interpretations of the social and spiritual life of man. “Tlie 
world moves; this is the very substance, the underlying condition, of 
knowledge. But whither does it so certainly and obviously move as 
toward a spiritual life fever renewed by invisible relations with God 
wd with man? Here is a creation that compacts the world into one 
^rpose and discloses the power of all that has been done, and all that 
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remains to be done — a creation which is the embodied wisdom and 
love of God. When we discover evolution as the dynamic force of 
truth, the Spirit of Truth begins to disclose all things to us. The 
nidus of the world, physical and spiritual, lies before us" (205). 

3. The Cosmic Philosophy of John Piske 

Prior to the War of Secession, heated controversies concerning 
the original unity or diversity of the human race disturbed the tran- 
quility of intellectual life in America; and, as mentioned earlier, in 
the midst of these controversies Darwin's theory of evolution became 
known among scientists and theologians. The reaction among the 
latter was sharply divided and violently partisan. At first the voices 
condemning the new theory as an atheistic heresy predominated. But 
as it became increasingly evident that no amount of high-sounding 
condemnation could destroy the empirical evidence which supports 
die scientific theory, more and more theologians accepted evolution 
and tried to reconcile it with the tenets of traditional church doctrine. 
The problem became especially urgent when, in 1871, Darwin fol- 
lowed up his thesis On the Origin of Species by drawing out its 
logical implications with respect to man and by including The 
Descent of Man in the evolutionary scheme of things. 

We have already seen that the “problem of man" led McCosh to a 
cautiously restricted acceptance of evolution as God’s “means of 
creating” alt that exists below the level of man, but led Bascom to a 
radical and impassioned conception of a cosmic development which 
engulfs man, the realm of the spirit, and religion itself in its evolu- 
tionary sweep. We shall now consider briefly how the same problem 
is dealt with in the “Cosmic Philosophy" of one of the most in- 
fluential thinkers of the time, America’s most outstanding disciple 
of Herbert Spencer — John Fiske.“ 

Although John Fiske was strongly influenced by Alexander von 
Humboldt's Kosmos, by Henry Thomas Buckle’s History of Civilisa- 
Hofit and by the tvork of Auguste Comte, the French positivist, and by 
Herbert Spencer, he was ahd remained essentially a religious thinker. 
In such b^ks as The Destiny of Man, Viewed in the Light of His 
Origin (1884), The Idea of God as Affected by Modem Knowledge 
(1885), Darwinism and Other Essays (1885), and Through Nature 
to God (1899) wie find abundent evidence of the fact that Fiske’s 
thought deviated ever farther from the positivistic starting point of 

sa Cf, Clark, J. S., The Lite and Lettan af John Pisba, 2 volt., 1917 : Fiske, Ethel 
F. (ed!toir)i TAe LtHcrs of FUkt, 1940. 
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concerning the Cosmos (I, 259). Moreover, according to Inske, 
Comte’s ultimate aim was the construction ol a Sociology “to which 
all his elaborate systematization of scientific methods was intended to 
be ancillary’’ (I, 260). Comte’s conception of philosophy was there- 
fore “anthropocentric’’ and “utterly ignored the cosmic point of 
view” (I, 260). “But the most fatal and irreconcilable divergence 
appears,’’ Fiske says, “when we come to consider the third cardinal 
proposition, — that which relates to deanthro{)omorphization. If we 
inquire how it was that Comte was enabled to periictrate, in the name 
of philosopliy, such a prodigious piece of absurdity as the deification 
of Humanity, we shall find the explanation to lie in his misconcep- 
tion of what is meant by the relativity of knowledge’’ (I, 261). 

As Fiske sees the fundamental distinction between Comte’s phil- 
osophy and his own, it is this: “Comte supposed the terminal phase 
of deanthropomorphization to consist in the ignoring of an Absolute 
Power manifested in the world of phenomena; ... he regarded 
philosophy merely as an Organon of scientific methods and doctrines 
useful in constructing a theory of Humanity and a social Polity. On 
the other hand, the Cosmic Philosophy [Fiske’s own] is founded 
upon tlie recognition of an Absolute Power manifested in and 
through the world of phenomena; and it consists in a Synthesis of 
scientific truths into a Universal Science dealing w'ith the order of 
the phenomenal manifestations of the Absolute Pow'cr. And mani- 
festly,’’ Fiske adds, "these differences between the two systems of 
philosophy constitute an antagonism whidi is fundamental and 
irreconcilable’’ (I. 263-264). 

Reference has just been made to Fiske’s contention that Comte 
has completely misunderstood the meaning of the “relativity of 
knowledge." Comte, as will be remembered, had spoken of “three 
stages’’ in the development of knowledge, making a specific kind 
of knowledge relative to eadi stage. Fiske, on the other hand, takes 
the meaning of “relativity of knowledge’’ in a strictly epistemological 
sense. Small wonder, therefore, that he had to regard Comte’s inter- 
pretation as a “misconception.” 

In the very first chapter of his work Fiske attempts to show 
“how die impossibility of knowing or conceiving anything save the 
Relative results from the very constitution of our minds — from the 
very • manner in which our . thinking takes place” (I, 11). The 
Absolute is “unknowable.” In a manner reminiscent of Kant, Fidce 
argues: “By no power of conception or subtilty of reasoning can 
we break down or undermine the eternal wall which divides us from 
the knowledge of things in themselves. If we attempt to frame any 
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hypothesis concerning their nature, origin, or modes of action, we 
find ourseh’es speedily dieckmated by alternative impossibilities. 
And if, resting in despair after all our efforts have proved fruitless, 
we inquire why this is so, we find that from the very organization 
of our minds, we can frame no cognition into which there do not 
enter the elements of likeness, difference, and relation; so that tlie 
Absolute, which presents none of these elements, is utterly and for- 
ever unknowable” (I, 15). “We cannot transcend the organically 
imposed limits of our own intelligence. We do not know matter, 
but we know a group of coexistent states of consciousness which we 
call the perceptions of resistance, extension and color, sound or odor. 
We do not know motion, but we know the group of sequent states 
of consciousness produced by minute alterations in the muscles of 
the eye, or perhaps of the tactual organs, in the act of attending to 
the moving object. Nor do we know force, but we know continual 
modifications of our consciousness which we are compelled to regard 
as the manifestations of force. Nor do we even know consciousness 
absolutely and in itself: we know only states of consciousness in 
their relations of coexistence and sequence, likeness and unlikeness” 
(I, 16). “Although our internal feelings or states of consciousness 
are constantly produced by external agents, we have no warrant 
whatever for assuming that the external agent in any way resembles 
the internal feeling” (I, 16). 

The argument just presented in its essential points leads Fiske 
to his particular evaluation of scientific knowledge. Science, he says, 
can, after all, “deal only with particular orders of phenomena.” “No 
matter how vast the generalities to which (science) can attain, it 
only proclaims trutlis which hold througliout certain entire classes 
of phoiomena. It docs not prodaim truths which hold throughout 
all classes of plienomena. Its widest truths are astronomic, or ^em- 
ical, or biological truths; they are not Cosmic truths, in the fullest 
sense of that expression” (1, 39). But when the “deepest truths 
respecting physical, chemical, vital, psychical, and social phenomena 
come to be regarded as corollaries of some universal truth,” philos- 
ophy, as distinct from the sciences, arises (I, 40). Thus “while 
science studies the parts, philosophy .studies the whole. While sci- 
ence, in its highest development, is an aggregate of general doctrines, 
phtlo^phy, in its highest 'develq)ment, must be a Synthesis of all 
general doctrines into a universal doctrine” (1, 40). 

Does the “relativity of knowledge,” as defined by Fiske, still pre- 
serve an objective criterion of truth? As far as Fiske himself is 
' (^ncerned, it does. To be sure “we can have no criterion of Absolute 
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Truth, or oi truth that is not correlated with the conditions of our 
intelligence" ; but the lack of such a criterion is no great loss- “The 
only truth with which we have any concern is Relative Truth, — 
tlie truth that is implicated with whatever can in any way come 
within our cognizance. For relative truth our inquiry has established 
this criterion — -When any given order among our conceptions is so 
coherent that it cannot ^ sundered except by the temporary anni- 
hilation of some one of its terms, there must be a corresponding 
order among phenomena. And this is so . . , because the order of 
our conceptions is the expression of our experience of the order of 
phenomena. . . . When the unknown objective order of things pro- 
duces in us a subjective order of conceptions which persists in spite 
of every effort to change it, the subjective order is in every respect 
as real to us as the objective order would f)e if wc could kniiw it. 
And this is all the assurance w’e need, as a warrant for science, and 
as a safeguard against scepticism" (I, 70-71). 

The doctrine of the “relativity of knowledge" as augmented by 
the theory of “relative truth" leads Fiske to repudiate the “idealist’s 
inference that the Unknown Reality beyond consciousness does not 
exist." He follows Herbert Spencer in asserting, on the contrary, 
that “the doctrine of relativity cannot even be intelligibly stated 
without postulating the existence of this Unknown Reality, which 
is independent of us" (I, 81). “Our ineradicable belief in the abso- 
lute existence of Something which underlies and determines tlie 
series of changes which constitute our consciousness," so Fiske 
maintains, “rests upon the strongest of foundations,— upon the un- 
thinkableness of its negation. . . . Without postulating Absolute 
Being — existeiue independent of the conditions of the process of 
knowing — we can frame no theory whatever, either of internal or 
of externa] phenomena. And since . . . what we mean by reality 
is ’inexpugnable persistence in consciousness,’ it follows that Abso- 
lute Being is the Absolute Reality” (I, 87), But “we cannot identify 
this Absolute Existence with Mind, since what we know as Mind 
is a series of phenomenal manifestations. . . , Nor can we identify 
this Absolute Existence with Matter, since what we know as Matter 
is (also) a series of plienomenal manifestations. . . . Absolute Ex- 
istence, therefore, — ^the Reality which persists independently of us, 
and of which Mind and Matter are the phenomenal manifestations,— 
cannot be identified either with Mind or with Matter. Thus is 
Materialism included in the same condemnation with Idealism" 
(I, 88), The “net result" of it all is that “the doctrine of relativity, 
when fully stated, affirms the objective existence of an Unknowable 
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Reality, of which all phenomena whatever are the knowable mani- 
festations" (I, 91). 

Following the leadership of Spencer, Fiske now applies the prin- 
ciple of evolution to all "phenomenal manifestations.” In his search 
for the "widest generalizations in Physics,” he discovers that “there 
is going on throughout the knowm universe a continuous redistribu- 
tion of mutter and motion" (I, 316). "The career of any composite 
body is a series of more or less complicated rhythms, of which the 
differential result is, at first, the integration of its constituent matter 
and the dissipation of part of its contained motion, and, at last, the 
diffusion of its constituent matter accompanied by reabsorption of 
the lost motion, or its equivalent" (E, 322-323). The process of 
integration is evolution; the process of diffusion is dissolution 
(I, 328). Embracing now in one general view the various kinds 
of transformation involved in cosmic development, Fiske adopts 
Spencer's famous definition ; “Evolution is an integration of matter 
and concomitant dissipation of motion, during which the matter 
passes from an indefinite, incoherent homogeneity to a definite, co- 
herent heterogeneity ; and during which the retained motion under- 
goes a parallel transformation" (1, 350-351 ). He finds this evolution 
exemplified in the history of our planetary system (I, 358-397) no 
less than in the history of our earth (I, 398-405) and in the begin- 
nings of life on earth (I, 418-437). “Instead of a difference in kind 
between life and not-life, we get only a difference of degree, so that 
it again becomes credible that, under favoring circumstances, not- 
life may become life" (I, 422), As Fiske views it, “the evolution 
of living things is a not improbable concomitant of the cooling down 
of any planetary body which contains upon its surface the chemical 
constituents of living matter" (I, 434). 

Fiske also follows Spencer in his interpretation of the evolution 
of mind (II, 3-163; especially, 133-163). And the application of 
the principle of evolution to social processes leads him to the formu- 
lation of a “Law of Progress”: "The Evolution of Society is a 
continuous establishment of psychical relations within the Com- 
munity, in conformity to physical and psychical relations arising in 
the Environment; during which, both the Community and the 
Environment pass from a state of relatively indefinite, incoirerent 
homogeneity to a state of relativdiy definite, coherent heterogeneity; 
and during which the constitu^t Units of the Conununity become 
ever more distinctly individuated" (11, 223-224). 

Fiske's indebtedness to Spencer is apparent throughout these dis- 
cussions ; but his deviation from Spencer’s ultimate position also 
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becomes increasingly clear. As Schneider has [Xkinted out: “To 
Spencer the synthesis of tlie positive sciences was a primary objec- 
tive} to Fiske, on the other hand, the sciences were interesting be- 
cause they led him to 'the epic of nature,' and nature was interesting 
because it led him to God.”®® Because of his deeply religious inter- 
ests Fiske could not rest* satisfied with the harsher forms of the 
ethics of survival and with the materialistic and hedonistic implica- 
tions of Spencer’s position (II, 324-363). He gave to evolutionary 
theory an altruistic and religious turn, and taking his cue from New 
England transcendentalism, adapted his theory of cosmic evolution 
to a liberal theology, culminating in “cosmic theism" (II, 410-431). 

The outcome of the whole argument, Fiske assures us, is “not 
Atheism or Positivism, but a phase of Theism which is higher and 
purer, because relatively purer, than the anthropomorphic phase de- 
fended by theologians" (II, 412). "The Deity, in so far as absolute 
and infinite, is inscrutable,” and “every hypothesis of ours concern- 
ing its nature and attributes can serve only to illustrate our mental 
impotence.” On the other hand, “the Universe in itself is likewii>e 
inscrutable” ; “the vast synthesis of forces without us . . . can never 
be known by us as it exists objectively” (II, 412). Since both Deity 
and Cosmos are “alike inscrutable” (II, 413), Fiske reaches the 
conclusion that “there exists a power, to whicli no limit in time or 
space is conceivable, of which ail phenomena, as presented in con- 
sciousness, are manifestations, but which we can know only through 
these manifestations” (11, 415). And this Absolute Power may well 
be called God, Moreover “the God of the scientific philosopher is 
still, and must ever be, the God of the Christian, tliough freed from 
the illegitimate formulas by the aid of which theology has sought to 
render Deity comprehensible” (II, 421-423). 

But is not the doctrine thus advocated by Fiske a particular form 
of pantheism? By no means, Fiske maintains. Reality is an “open 
secret.” In so far as it is secret, it is God; but in so far as it is open, 
it is the World. “In thus regarding the ever-changing universe of 
phenomena as the multiform revelation of an Omnipresent Power, 
we can in nowise identify the Power with its manifestations. . . . 
While the universe is the manifestation of Deity, yet is Deity some- 
thing more than the universe” (II, 424). "Dei^ is unknowable just 
in so far as it is not manifested to consciousness through the phe- 
nomenal worldj^r^owable just in so far as it is thus manifested ; 
unknowable in so far as infinite and. absolute, — ^knowable in the order 
of its phenomenal manifestations; knowable, in a symbolic way, as 


Schndder, at-, 32^. 
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the Power which is disclosed in every throb of the mighty rhythmic 
life of the universe; knowable as the eternal Source of a Moral Law 
wliich is implicated with each action of our lives, and in obedience 
to wliich lies our only guaranty of the happiness whicli is incorrupti- 
ble, and ivhidi neither inevitable misfortune nor unmerited obloquy 
can take away. Thus, tliough we may not by searching find out 
God, though we may not compass infinitude or attain to absolute 
knowledge, we may at least know all that it concerns us to know, 
as intelligent and responsible beings. They who seek to know more 
than this, to transcend the conditions under which alone is knowledge 
possible, are, in Goethe's profound language, as wise as little children 
who, wlien tliey have looked into a mirror, turn it around to see 
what is behind it" (II, 470). 

In using the phrase “Cosmic Theism" to denote the religious 
phase of a philosophy based upon the doctrine of evolution, Fiske 
does not mean to use it as descriptive of a new form of religion 
which is to supersede Christianity. He uses it rather “as descriptive 
of that less-anthropomorphic phase of religious tlieory into which 
the present more-anthropomorphic phase is likely to be slowly meta- 
morphosed." The conflict, as Fiske views it, is "not between Chris- 
tianity and any other embodiment of religion or irreligion," but 
betweeu “science and mythology, between Cosmism and Anthropo- 
morphism." And the result, according to Fiske, is “not the destruc- 
tion of religion, but the substitution of a relatively adequate for a 
relatively inadequate set of symbols." "In the scientific philosopher 
there may be as much of the real essence of Christianity as there was 
in the cloistered monk who preceded him; but he thinks in the lan- 
guage of a man and not in the language of a child" (II, 505). 

The major phases of Fiske’s philosophy have been indicated in 
the preceding pages. In conclusion, only one brief remark need be 
added. Significant as Fiske’s “cosmic philosoph/’ was for his con- 
temporaries, and valuable as it was in making the theory of evolution 
pbilosctphically acceptable, it has found no continuation in schools 
of thought now prevalent in America. When the foundations of 
Spencer’s comprehensive system were demolished in the course of 
critical analysis, Fiske’s own system was deprived of its epistemo- 
logical basis, and having lost its support in the doctrine of “relativity 
.of knowledge,” it had to be abandoned in its entirety. 



Chapter 7 

THE PERSONALISM OF BOWNE 

1. The Self as Basis of Knowledge 

The first complete and comprehensive system of philosophy de- 
veloped in America which has had lasting inilnencc and which still 
counts some of our outstanding thinkers among its adherents, was 
the “Personalism” of Borden Parker Bowne. 

Bowne, like Fiske, wrote at a time when the impact of science 
and higher criticism upon the religious thought of America was 
keenly felt; and, again like Fiske, he tried to “mediate” betwwn 
science and religion by incorporating both in an all-comprehensive 
metaphysical system. But, unlike Fiske, Bowne was familiar 'with 
philosophical views abroad which gave new directions to “cosmic 
philosophy." 

Bowne knew, of course, the work of W. T, Harris, and he was 
acquainted with Hegel. His inspiration, however, did not come from 
these two men. A two-year study at Halle and Gottingen brought 
him in direct contact with German philosophy, but at this time 
Hegelian absolutism had been discarded in Germany. Erdmann, the 
historian of philosophy, and Lotze, the metaphysician, were at the 
height of their careers, and both influenced strongly the thought 
world of the young American — Erdmann by leading him to the great 
thinkers of the past, and Lotze by stimulating Bowne’s own meta- 
physical interests. From both men Bowne obtained a perspective in 
philosophy that was new in America and was of special importance 
because of its fundamental afiinity with religious speculation in the 
New World. 

Speaking of the origin and nature of his philosophy, Bowne him- 
self tells us that “Leibnitz furnishes the starting point,” that “Her- 
bart supplies the method," and that “the conclusions reached are 
essentially those of Lotze." But, he adds, the conclusions have been 
reached "for the most part by strictly independent reflections" 
(A,VII).‘ 

• 1 Tlie present summary of Bowne's phiToaopliy ts bated upon the followioff workti 
all' by Bowne: (A) Meiaph^fsics, A 5’ludy in First FHnciplts: (B) Theory of Thought 

103 



104 PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch.7 

For Bowiie, philosophy is an attempt to answer two basic ques- 
tions: (1) How is knowledge possible? and (2) What is the true 
nature of reality? These two questions, however, in the view of 
Bowne, are interrelated; and an answer to one of them has an 
unmistakable bearing upon the answer to the other. 

Knowing, Bowne maintains, consists in forming concq>ts of the 
things known; and knowledge consists of the conceptions thus 
formed. But the mind cannot transcend its conceptions, and for tliis 
reason the object exists for the mind only as it is conceived, not as 
it is in itself. Tliat is to say, a thing can never be more for the mind 
than a realized conception, and the mind can grasp the world only 
through the conception it forms of it. It follows that the demand to 
know things in themselves is absurd, if by "tilings in themselves" 
be meant things out of all relation to thought (A, 5), Knowledge 
of things in themselves — if this term is to be used at all — can mean 
only a knowledge which shall be universally valid; and the question. 
What is reality? reduces therefore to this other question: How must 
we think about reality? (A, 6). An answer to this question, how- 
ever, presupposes an understanding of the nature of thought and of 
the functioning of thought in the knowledge relation. 

Thought, Bowne tells us, is mental life, considered as apprehend- 
ing truth (B, 9). As psychological fact, thought is special to me: 
but it affirms and apprehends something valid for all (B, 14). How 
this is possible— how the purely subjective can comprehend some- 
thing valid for ail — is, for Bowne, a great mystery. But he is sure 
that thought and all possibilities of knowledge vanish if this tran- 
scending nature of thought is denied; for it is this fact of transcend- 
ence which constitutes the universality and objectivity of thought, 
and which distinguishes the judgment— at least in its intention — 
from a subjective union or association of ideas. Only by virtue of 
this transcendence can the apprehending thought reproduce an order 
which is independent of that thought itself (B, 16). 

The mere presence of ideas in consciousness, or tlieir passage 
through it, is but a mental event and has no truth significance. Truth 
or error emerges only at the level of judgment (B, 20). The basic 
conditions' of all knowledge, therefore, are the fundamental condi- 
tions of the judgment. Bowne recognizes three such conditions; 
( 0 ) The unity and identity of the thinking self, (6) the law of 
identity and contradiction, and (e) the fact of connection among 

KwuMtf/ (O Philewpky «/ Thfitm; (D) Thi Immantuc^ of God; and (S) 
I’anonoUtM.* Cemmn Sum ««id Pkiloiophy, All quotationa by pennlaaion of Harper 
a Biotben, pnUldicn of BownVa vorks. 
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the objects of thought (B, 20 J. The first, he explains more fully, 
is the condition of any rational consciousness whatever. The second 
is the condition of our thought having any constant and consistent 
meaning. And the third refers to that objective connection without 
which thought loses all reference to trutli (B, 20). 

Logically, a judgment involves the distinction between subject 
term and predicate term no less than the union of these terms. And 
for this logical distinction and union alike we need something which 
is neither subject term nor predicate term, but which compreltends 
and acts upon both. This something Bowne calls self (B, 22). The 
self, therefore, is the real basis and presupposition of idl judgments. 
But what is the self? 

“Over against the plurality of coexistent particular states the self 
must be one; over against the plurality of successive particular states 
the self must be botli one and abiding’* (B, 22). Such an answer 
may not satisfy the metaphysician; indeed it may raise still further 
questions concerning the nature of the self and the nature of its per- 
manence. But Bowne is convinced that all these questions do not 
touch or alter the fact of permanence itself. “The fact is revealed in 
thought itself; and no one has ever succeeded in more than a verbal 
denial of it’’ (B, 27). Actually, Bowne maintains, the reality and 
permanence of the self cannot be denied without wrecking thought 
altogether (B, 28). 

2. How the Self Attains Knowledge 

If we admit that the existence of a self is an indispensable pre- 
supposition of knowledge, then the question arises, How does the 
self come to know objects or things? Naive realism maintains that 
the min d receives the imprints o f ob jecis throogK TlK'^nics, Sfia 
it ~fBu 8''pai0iveTy~bRmns*at feast tHc" eletnentS'oflaiowledge. 
B^ne, oh the other hand, "argues that if there are states of “passive 
sensibility,’’ they “become something for thought only through the 
constitutive activity of intelligence" (B, 40). Hence, by the time 
sense data are “anything for intelligence,” there is an implicit logical 
activity even in the simplest sensation (B, 41). This activity of 
thought is certainljr involved In the fact of “recurrent experience"; 
for, regardless of what the associationalists in psychology say about it, 
such recurrence — or rather, the experience of recurrence — ^"is 
possible only for an intelligence which has transformed its par- 
ticular experiences into general concepts of abiding significance” 
(B. 41). 
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The immanent activity of thought in sense experience is further 
illustrated in the interpretation of the Impressions (B, 46); for 
thought “proceeds to relate them variously and interpret them.*’ 
And only through relating and interpreting sense data "does thought 
reach a world of reality and of rational system.’* 

The activity of mind, then, is basic to all knowledge, and “worth- 
less are the theories which describe the object as impressing, or 
stamping, or photographing itself upon the mind’’ (B, SI). Such 
theories of passive receptivity on tlie part of the mind are at best 
but dgurative descriptions and "lose ail credit, except as rhetorical 
devices, as soon as we reflect upon the physiological conditions of 
perception and upon the fact that knowledge can never be passed 
along ready-made but arises and exists only in and through the 
cognitive act” (B, SI). "As the spoken word or the printed page 
contains no thought, W is only the occasion upon which a living 
mind thinks out of itself, so the nervous changes contain no thought, 
but are only the occasion upon which a living mind thinks out of 
itself’’ (B, 52). 

On the basis of these considerations Bowne argues that neither 
the realists nor the Berkelgran idealists can overcome the dualism 
of subject and object which their respective systems suppose or imply 
and which is inherent in human knowledge. Upon the realistic view, 
a "world of things" stands over against our thought in supreme 
indifference and independence, while on the idealistic -view “we have 
an objective divine thought over against our thought,” which so far 
transcends our power of comprehension that the gap between them 
cannot be bridged (B, 54). How, then, is it possible for a human 
mind to know anything P 

To this question Bowne replies tliat the world of things can exist 
for us only as the mind reconstructs it as a world of thought. In 
other words, no matter how real or ideal the world may be, it be- 
comes an object for us only as the mind "builds upon consciousness 
a system of conceptions, and relates their contents under the various 
forms of intelligence’’ (B, 56) ; that is, the world becomes an object 
only as the mind proceeds to interpret systematically and under the 
guidance of basic categories vriiatever contents of experience are dis- 
closed in the consciousness of existing selves, 

3. Categories of Knowledge 

■ I , 

. ..'The categories are for Bowne what tlwy were for Kant; “imma- 
n($nt,piental principles which underlie articulate experieince and make 
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it possible.” They are the norms by which the mind proceeds, im- 
plicitly or explicitly, in fixing, defining, and relating its objects (B, 
59) . The most fundamental of these categories is time or “the form 
under whicli we relate events” (B, 66 ). 

(a) Time . — Discussing the nature of time. Bowne argues, in 
Kantian fashion, that whatever time may be, it is no independent 
reality apart from Being (A, 219) : it cannot exist in or by itself. 
If time is assumed to be "real,” ambiguities and contradictions are 
unavoidable ; for if time were “real,” then it must comprehend in its 
unity past, present, and future alike and must yet be identical in its 
totality with eternity or timelessness; or it must “flow on” and yet 
be also the “standing condition of all flow” (A, 219). In view of 
this “congery of contradictions” in the notion, time as an entity or 
“container” cannot exist, and “reality is not in time any more than 
it is in space” (A, 224). 

What is essential in time is the relation of antecedence and se- 
quence, and this relation, according to Bowne, is established by the 
mind. "The necessity of the relation does not lie primarily in the 
events, but in the mind ; and the properties of time are to be under- 
stood from the side of this relating act.” Time, in other words, is 
but a form which mind imposes upon experience, a law of relating 
events. In so far as all events are related by the same law and in a 
common scheme, time is said to be one ; and “the unity and infinity 
of time are only consequences of the fact that the law of synthesis is 
one and extends to all events” (B, 68 ). 

Again in Kantian fashion Bowne maintains that “the succession 
of moments and events gives us the basis of number” (B, 71) ; for 
“number is grasped only through a process of counting, and number 
exists only as things are united by the mind in numerical relations.” 
The synthetic activity of mind is indispensable. 

(b) Space . — ^The next category in order of importance is space. 
On the negative side Bowne argues that any attempt to make space 
real and yet distinct both from things and from nothing must fail; 
for “either we must make [space] a pure nothing in reality, or we 
must make it a thing in interaction with itself and with other things.” 
But “both of these views are untenable, and the former is absurd” 
(A, 185). 

The situation is not. improved even when we assume — ^with 
Leibnitz — that.“space is a certain order of relations among realities.” 
According to this view, “if things were away there would be strictly 
nothing remaining. But things, when they exist, exist in certain 
relations, and the sum, or system, of these relations constitutes space” 
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(A, 189). Bowne’s criticism of this view is twofold. He points out 
n ) that when space is defined as the mutual extemality of things, 
we have to call up the general form of space to tmderstand what is 
meant (A, 190) ; the position rests therefore upon a logical circle. 
He shows (2) that relations as such are incapable of objective ex- 
istence. Hence if space be only a system of relations, it is necessarily 
subjective (A, 191). 

The positive solution of the problem of space Bowne finds once 
more in the position of Kant, according to which space, like time, 
is primarily a law of mental synthesis whereby the mind relates its 
coexistent objects under the form of mutual externality (B, 74), 
The unity of space is simply tlie unity of the law of mutual exclusion. 
The all-embracing character of space means the applicability of this 
law to all mutually external objects, while the infinity of space is 
"the inexhaustibility of the spatial synthesis.” The two phrases, "in 
space” and "in space relation,” mean essentially the same ^ing 
(B, 76). 

(cj Motion, Quality, and Quantity . — ^Bowne next discusses mo- 
tion, qualify, and quantity as additional categories, and points out 
that "space, time, motion, and quantity, with number for their meas- 
ure, are the great elementary categories of mechanical science” 
(B, 80). The "phenomenality of space,” furthermore, implies the 
"phenomenaiity of motion’* (A, 242) ; and it follows from this that 
the mechanical sciences can never give us a true picture of the essence 
of things or of reality as such. 

(d) Being. — Science, however, is to be supplemented by meta- 
physics, and Bowne regards being as the first metaphysical category. 
"In the broadest sense,” he tells us, "being includes everything^', 
thought and its objects alike; for all of these do in some fashion 
exist” (B, 82). But in this broad sense, being does not necessarily 
imply substantiality. We must therefore demand “another and more 
metaphysical use of the term”— one in which the mind distinguishes 
between being as "substantive existence” and being as applied to 
events, between being as the abiding reality and being as objective 
appearance which exists only in its petcq»tion (B, 83). This meta- 
physical and “substantial” conception of being “is the fundamental 
category with spontaneous thought,” i.e., with uncritical minds. 
Even causation is secondary to tliis category of being; for our expe- 
rience is absolutely inarticulate and nothing for intelligence until it 
is fixed and defined with reference to an abiding and independent 
meaning. Qualities are qualities of something, and this “something” 
must have "substantial” existence or it is nothing. If we deny the 
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validity of the category of "substantial being," then not even solip* 
sistn is left as a possible view of reality (B, 84). The category of 
being, however, requires special interpretation. , 

As Bowne views it, the category of being appears in three leading 
forms — ^thing, soul, and God; but in all three it stands for "the real 
ground and principle of unity in the manifestations of the respective 
realms.” Pure being, of course, or being without attributes, is ob- 
jectively nothing. "Subjectively it is bare category of objective posi- 
tion” (B, 85). Its significance lies in the fact that it provides us with 
the means in and through which we transfonn the chaotic manifold- 
ness of sense perceptions into the relative orderliness of a world of 
"things.” 

The senses give us "only qualities” which are in themselves unre- 
lated so diat "there is nothing in any one that implies any other” 
(B, 86). Nevertheless these qualities "form groups by association," 
and “all that we mean by a thing is simply such a group” viewed 
under the category of being. The “notion of being” adds nothing to 
the “sense contents” that can be sensuously presented, but it con- 
tributes “independent objectivity”; i.e., it provides the "objective 
principle of ground and unity” which transforms the sense content 
into an abiding object of experience (B, 87). 

fej Identity . — ^The category of identity Bowne admits in two 
forms ; first, in the logical realm, as "sameness of meaning” ; and sec- 
ond, in the field of metaphysics, as "continuity of existence”; and 
he argues that without this category in the metaphysical sense "expe- 
rience would vanish into a groundless flux of perishing events.” “In 
fact, there would be no thing” (B, 88). 

(j) Causality . — SuppIenietUary to being and identity is the cate- 
gory of causality. Without it "events would be groundless and expe- 
rience would fall asunder into chaos.” Even the idea of being itself, 
as anything beyond the individual and momentary presentation, 
would vanish. Nihilism wotUd be the outcome (B, 90). 

By causation Bowne means "dynamic determination,” and he 
finds it necessary to distinguish three forms of it: (1) the self-deter- 
mination of a free agent; (2) the determination of consequent by 
antecedent; and (3) the mutual determination of different things, or 
interaction. 


4. Self-Active Person as Category 

The categories of being, space, time, and causation, Bowne main- 
tains, are necessary in order to have any articulate experience what- 



no 


PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch. 7 

ever. It is through them that we reach intelligible objects. But these 
categories alone would “keep us among isolated things and events.” 
Space and time separate rather than unite; and causality, at least in 
Us mechanical form, provides for no system. For the further sys> 
tematization and unification of our objects a higher category is 
needed; and this Bowne finds in purpose, or, rather, in the elevation 
of causality to intelligent and volitional causality, with its implication 
of plan and purpose (B, 104), Exi^rience is completely understand- 
able only when it is integrated into one all-inclusive system of mean- 
ing. But the unity and system demanded must be internal to expe- 
rience itself and must not be an external imposition, and this 
‘‘internality'* the category of mechanical causation does not provide. 

The “true inwardness,” according to Bowne, “can be found only 
in self-determining, self-conscious causality, guiding itself according 
to plan and puriwse” (B, 105) ; it can be found only in the type of 
causality which manifests itself in a self-active and self-determining 
person. The recourse to such a category is therefore the ultimate 
l)asis of all understanding and of all explanation. This, at any rate, 
is the central thesis of Browne’s “Personalism.” 

One more problem arises, however, because from the human 
standpoint "there is an ineradicable dualism of thought and thing” 
(B, 296) ; and yet, “without assuming, at least implicitly, that the 
laws of thought are valid for reality, knowledge is impossible” (B, 
297). This problem of the validity of thought and of its meaning- 
fulness in the face of reality, Bowne asserts, can be solved neither by 
a meclutnistic materialism nor by absolute idealism. For tlte mech- 
anist and materialist who explains everything in terms of "natural 
causation,” even the ideal distinctions of truth and error, of ration- 
ality and irrationality, are meaningless. In a purely mechanical 
system "one notion is as necessary as any other and as good as any 
other while it lasts” (B, 300). On the other hand, "the metaphysical . 
monism of thought and being for the absolute leaves the epistemolog- 
ical dualism of human thought and cosmic being as undeniable as 
ever” (B, 306, 309). 

To assert, as Leibnitz has done, a general parallelism of the laws 
of thought with those of things is also far from being a solution of 
the epistemological problem; for “the conception of two entities, 
mutually independent yet groundlessly parallel, is impossible” (B, 
310). Metaphysical considerations, therefore, compel us to admit 
one fundamental existence upon which all else depends. What is this 
basic reality? Bowne says, “if we assume that the world expresses 
thought and that our thought has something universal in it, the 
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ground of the parallelism between our thought and the system be* 
comes apparent, and there is no longer any speculative reason why 
finite minds should not grasp the cosmic fact” (B, 314), “Things, as 
products of the creative thought, are commensurable with our in* 
telHgence and are essentially knowable.” Both human minds and 
cosmic things, therefore, “must be traced to a common source in the 
creative thought and will.” Only thus can the antithesis of thought 
and thing be transcended and mediated. 

It is Bowne’s further contention that both traditional realism and 
traditional idealism have been hasty and superficial, and that “no 
tenable idealism can be founded on a theory of tlie knowing process 
alone” ; for any idealism thus founded must either lapse into solipsism 
or it must be arbitrary and inconsistent (B, 326*327). Hence if any 
idealism is to be held, it must be based upon an analysis of the object 
known rather than of tlie knowing process. 

Bowne here obviously means to distinguish his position from that 
of Hegel as well as from that of Berkeley. He regards his own view 
as realistic “in affirming an objective cosmic system independent of 
finite thinking.” But it is idealistic “in maintaining that this system 
is essentially phenomenal, and exists only in and for, as well as 
through, intelligence” (B, 342*343). Epistemological considerations 
thus lead Bowne directly into problems of metaphysics, and it is as 
metaphysician that Bowne dealt most directly with the problems of 
his time and that he exerted his greatest influence upon American 
thinking. 


5. Bowne’a Metaphysics — ^Personalism 

Bowne defines metaphysics as an “interpretation of being.” Being, 
"in its widest sense,” may, of course, be affirmed of every object of 
thought; but in its metaphysical sense, Bowne tells us, the term 
“applies only to substantive things” (A, 27). Laws, relations, and 
events are also real, but not in the same sense as things. 

“The reality of a feeling is in being felt; that of a thought is in 
being thought; that of a law is in its ruling; that of a truth is id its 
validity.” The question is, “In what does the reality or being of 
things consist?” It is the task of metaphysics to find an answer to 
this questipn and to discover "what conditions a thing must satisfy in. 
order to fill out our notion of being** (A, 28). 

Being, in the metaphysical sense of Bowne's doctrine, cannot be 
a matter of logical concepts ; for such concepts are contradictory when 
viewed as real existences. The universal man, who is neither white 



iia PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch.7 

nor black, ndther tall nor short, neither young nor old, does not, 
and cannot, exist; and '^motion in general,” to use another example, 
is impossible (A, 29). It follows that "whatever exists in reality 
must always be something specific, and not logically universal” (A, 
30). But if that be the case, then the notion of "pure being” must 
also be rejected as incapable of real existence, and, if it could exist, it 
must be rejected as useless (A, 32-33). Being, too, must always be 
something specific. 

The distinctive mark of being, according to Bowne, consists in 
some power of action. "Things are distinguished from non-existence 
by this power of action and mutual determination” (A, 40). Causality 
is therefore essential to the nature of being; in fact, "being” actually 
means being a “cause” (A, 41). “Whatever is to be considered as 
existing,” we are told, “must be capable of action in some form” 
(A, 45). "Being and action are inseparable.” "To be is to act; the 
inactive is the non-existent” (A, 55-56). "Being is only a class- 
notion, under which things fall, not because of a piece of existence in 
themselves, but by virtue of their activity” (A, 59). 

In view of the emphasis Bowne places upon activity, it is not 
surprising that he also insists that "the rule or law, which determines 
the form and sequence of a thing's activities, represents to our thought 
the nature of the thing, or expresses its true essence." “It is in this 
law that the definiteness of a thing is to be found" (A, 60). We must 
therefore abandon as impossible of accomplishment all attempts "to 
grasp the nature of reality by asking how it looks.” The nature of 
reality, being action, “can never be expressed by a quality, but only 
by a rule or law according to which the thing acts and changes” 
(A, 69), Any theory which finds the essence of a thing in some 
simple quality is thus utterly inadequate. It makes no provision for 
activity and change; or, if it provides for change, it makes no pro- 
vision for identity (A, 69). Such a theory is therefore unacceptable 
as a metaphysical doctrine. 

Bowne, so we have seen, thinks of a thing as active ; but he also 
insists that the thing be and remain "identical with itself” in the 
midst of all changes (A, 77). Now change is neither a lawless nor a 
groundless sequence (A, 78). There exists a causal continuity be- 
tween the successive states of reality whereby each is founded In its 
predecessor, and, in turn, founds its successor. “It is not a diange 
of anything into everything, but the direction of a change for every- 
thing is fixed.” This means, for Bowne, that change implies causal 
continuity of being, and is identical with becoming (A, 79). “Every- 
where there are ground and law" (A, 80). 
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If this be granted, tlien the question arises, where do we find an 
adequate conception of a reality wiiich so obviously involves both 
identity and diversity, permanence and change? According to Bovvne 
we find it only in the conception of personality, in "self-conscious 
spirit” “Only personality is able to give a)ncrete meaning to those 
ontologiral categories by which we seek to interpret being. Only 
personality is able to reconcile the Eleatic and Heraclitic philosophies, 
for only the personality can combine change and identity, or flow 
and permanence” (A, 100). As person, each one of us knows himself 
as one and as enduring, and he distinguishes himself from his chang- 
ing states and experiences as their permanent subject. This perma- 
nence, however, does not consist in any rigid sameness of being, but 
in memory and self-consciousness, whereby alone we constitute our- 
selves abiding persons (A, 97). As persons we are "one in many,” 
"abiding in the midst of change,” and we are preeminently active. 
The idea of person or personality, therefore, provides us with the 
only adequate conception of reality. 

6. Arguments for This Position 

This general thesis Bowne supports and defends with a number 
of specific arguments. In the first place, he points out, things cannot 
be “individual and independent,” for "such beings cannot form a uni- 
verse.” If eacli thing were one and independent, it would necessarily 
be indifferent to all the rest. Many such things put together would 
result in a sum, not a system; an aggregate, not a whole ; and even 
the sum or aggregate would not really ^ inherent in the things but 
would exist only for observing minds (A, 101). A system or whole 
presupposes at least an interaction of its constituent parts, and such 
interaetbn supersedes the mutual indifference of the things; for in a 
system of interacting things, where every ffiing determines every 
other thing and is determined by every other thing, “every thing is 
what it is, and does what it does, only as a member of the system” 
(A, lOS), and "only in relation to others” (A, 111). 

But if many things interact, Bowne reasons, they do so only be- 
cause of “a co-ordinating one.” The interactions of the universe are 
possible only through the unity of a basal realify which brings them 
together in its one immanent omnipresence (A, 126, 128). "The 
ultimate pluralism of spontaneous thought,” that is, the pluralism 
implied in a superficial and nonreflective view of the things about us, 
must therefore be exchanged for a “basal monism.” And the unity 
tfatis reached is not the unity of a logical universal, nor of a class- 
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concept, but the “essential substantial unity of being wliidi alone is 
self-existent, and in which all things have their being“,(A, 130). 

This ultimate One, which Bowne regards as fundamental to all 
existing tilings, he calls "the infinite, the absolute, and the inde- 
pendent" (A, 131). It is the “self-sufficient source" of tlie finite. 
Everything else has Its cause and reason in this being. The infinite 
must be viewed, Bowne tells us, as the sole and determining ground 
of the system of all things. “It is the source of all law, of all mani- 
festations, and of all movement in the system" (A, 131, 132-133). 

But if the infinite is so all-important, then there is grave danger 
that it completely absorbs all finite things and tliat tlie latter lose all 
individuality and all significance. Bowne sees this danger and admits 
tliat inanimate nature, and to a lesser degree animate nature also, 
fail to achieve independent existence. Only selfhood, he asserts, 
suffices to mark off the finite from the Infinite, and “only the finite 
spirit attains to substantial otherness to the infinite," Apart from 
finite spirits there is nothing but the infinite and its manifold activi- 
ties. “Tlic impersonal finite attains only to such otherness as an act 
or thought has to its subject” (A, 137). 

The infinite, as Bowne conceives it, is an agent rather than a sub- 
stance, "causality" rather than “substantiality^’ ; it is the "one basal 
being in action," the source of the system and of all its laws, prin- 
ciples, and realities (A, 144). It is “personality," for "no other con- 
ception is consistent with thought itself" (A, 164), 

Before substantiating further this basic assertion, Bowne states a 
rule of procedure which is indispensable to any proper evaluation of 
his philosophical system and which we must therefore keep before us 
as we study his arguments. The rule is this : “Whatever tlie mind 
demands for the satisfaction of its subjective interests and tendencies 
may be assumed as real in default of positive disproof" (C, 14). That 
is to say, unless there be positive proof to die contrary, we may 
assume the universe to be such that mind, as we know it in ourselves, 
is perfectly at home in the universe and, indeed, finds its complete 
satisfaction therein. 

Now mind, Bowne finds, is not a disinterested logic machine, but 
a living organism with manifold interests and tendencies, and philos- 
ophy must recognize all these interests and must “make room for 
them" (C, 19). This means, for example, diat our moral interests 
must be recognized, and that “die universe must be not only rational 
but righteous at its roots" (C, 20). In addition, we are also religious. 
']ji fact “our entire nature works together to construct the religpous 
idea!",’ and this ideal, too, must therefore be grounded in ultimate 
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reality. The “one Perfect Being" “to whom Jieart, will, conscience, 
and intellect alike may come and say, ‘Thy kingdom come ; thy will 
be done,’ " must exist ; for only thus will the whole of our nature be 
satisfied (C, 21-23). 

The “world-ground," the source of the finite and of all its deter- 
minations, we have seen, is an ‘"agent” rather than “stuff or raw 
material,” causality rather than substantiality. If this be conceded, 
Bowne argues, then we shall find that we have at our disposal only 
tw'o principles of causal explanation: “(I) necessary or mechanical 
agency, which is driven from behind, and (2) self-directing intelli- 
gent agency, which is led from before” (C, 63). Of these two 
principles Bowne 'finds the former to be inadequate and self-defeat- 
ing, and only the latter to be acceptable as an ultimate explanation 
of reality. 

Mechanism is inadequate because, for one thing, mechanism can 
never explain itself. It must assume the interconnection of phenom- 
ena within the system (A, 314) without being able to show how 
such interconnection could ever get established or how the system 
could come into existence. Furthermore, mechanism, and systems of 
necessity in general, can never explain teleological problems. Such 
problems “can find a final explanation only in a self-directing intel- 
ligence.” All other explanations, according to Bowne, are either 
tautologies, or they implicitly abandon the problem (C, 91). In the 
world in which we live, however, teleological problems alx»und ; for 
we do find “design” in nature (C, 109). Mechanism must therefore 
be abandoned as a metaphysical doctrine. 

Bowne argues further that “no system of necessity has any stand- 
ard of distinction between truth and error" (C, 114); for if truth 
and error be alike necessary, there is no standard of truth left (C, 
115). It follows that there can be no rationality, and hence no knowl- 
edge, upon any system of necessity, and mechanism as a doctrine 
which claims to be true thus cuts the ground from under itself. 

If, on the other hand, we assume that the universe is “founded in 
intelligence,” then, so Bowne reasons, the facts will confirm our 
assumption. Even though our knowledge is fragmentary, we shall 
now encounter no contradictions (C, 119). Everything falls into 
place naturally and reveals a perfect pattern. If we deny that the 
world-ground is intelligence and affirm that the universe is “founded 
in non-intellig^ence,” then we find an irrational power doing rational 
work, an unconscious power producing consciousness, nonintelli- 
gence producing intdligence, necessity producing freedom, and tire 
nonpurposive w'orkirig apparently for purpose (C, 119-120). “The 
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facts appear in irreconcilable and growing hostility to the hypothesis” 
(C, 120). They reduce that hypothesis to an absurdity. 

Only the assumption that self-active intelligence is the ultimate 
nature of reality will, according to Bowne, “save the phenomena” 
and provide an adequate explanation of all tl\e facts of experience. 
And this “self-active intelligence” is to be conceived as a person, a 
self; for “the free and conscious self is the only real unity of which 
we have any knowledge, and reilection shows that it is the only thing 
which can be a true unity. All other unities are formal, and have only 
a mental existence” (C, 142). Free intelligence, by its originating 
activity, can posit plurality distinct from its own unity, and by its 
self-consciousness can maintain its unity and identity over against 
the changing plurality. The “abiding and identical principle superior 
to change and constant in change” can be found only in personality 
(C, 147). Here the one is manifold without being many (C, 143), 

7. God 

For the universe as a whole the principle of self-active intelligence 
is God — the personal, self-active, Perfect Being (C, 152-153). But 
God, as Bowne understands Him, is not merely the absolute person 
without a past or a future; he is also "tlie founder and conductor of 
the world-process,” and since this process is developing and chang- 
ing in time, “the divine activity therein is essentially temporal” (C, 
153). "Unchangeability and non-temporality apply to GM only in 
his relation to himself” (C, 153) ; or as we might put it, they apply 
only to God's inherent nature, not to His manifest activity. As 
active, He is in the world; but His essence transcends every particular 
stage in the world-process and also the process as a whole, ^e is 
never less than the world. 

In the world in which we live we find truth, beauty, goodness, 
love, righteousness, and other values. The thought, therefore, of a 
perfect being in whom these qualities should be lacking, or should be 
present in only an imperfect degree, would be an intellectual, aes- 
thetic, and moral absurdity of the first magnitude (C, 212), Con- 
versely, if the world-ground is to provide an adequate explanation of 
our experience, it must be essentially moral and aesthetic as well as 
intellectual. 

The “empirical argument” for the moral character of the world- 
ground Bowne finds in "our moral nature," in "the structure of 
society” and in “the course of history.” The two first are held to 
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point to a moral author, and the last reveals a jiower not ourselves, 
making for righteousness, and hence moral (C, 214). Indeed, Bowne 
argues, "life itself is so constructed as to furnidi a constant stimulus 
in moral direction. Nature itself inculcates with the utmost strenu- 
ousness the virtues of industry, prudence, foresight, self-control, 
honesty, truth, and helpfulness" (C, 219). Such, at any rate, is 
Bovtme's interpretation of evolution. 

History, too, is for Bowne an unfolding and realization of the 
divine purpose (C, 52). “The slow moralization of life and society, 
the enlightenment of conscience and its growing empire, the deepen- 
ing sense of responsibility for the good order of the world and the 
well-being of men, the gradual putting away of old wrongs and foul 
disease and blinding superstition — ^thesc arc the great pror^fs of God 
in history" (D, 45). Theistic faith accepts them as such. But at the 
same time, Bowne warns, we must guard against dogmatic and 
confident interpretations of the purpose in events (D, 62). We must 
not judge individual events too hastily; for God’s plan “needs eternity 
for its full vindication” (D, 63). Nor docs Bowne admit that, since 
history is the gradual manifestation of God's plan, we human beings 
may relax in our striving after perfection. “It is indeed God who 
worketh in us, but he works according to law, and in such a way as 
to call for all our effort” (D, 123). Bowne therefore admonishes us 
thus: "Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling; for it 
is God who worketh in you, both to will and to work for his good 
pleasure” (D, 153). 

God, then, is the omnipresent ground of all finite existence and 
activity, and the world is ever upheld by the ever-living, ever-present, 
ever-working God (D, 3). Nature, in the sense of an ontological 
reality, is, for Bowne, "only an idol of the dogmatic den,” “Tlierc is 
no substantial or ontological nature, but only natural events" (D, 16). 
The commonest event, say the fall of a leaf, is as supernatural in its 
causation as any miracles would be; for in both alike God would be 
equally implicated (D, 18). “The presence of God in nature does not 
mean that God is here and there in the world performing miracles, 
but that the whole cosmic movement depends constantly upon the 
divine will and is an expression of the divine purpose. In like manner 
the presence of God in history does not mean exclusively, or mainly, 
that God is working signs and wonders upon occasion, but rather that 
God is carrying on the great historical movement and working his 
will therein” (D, 43-44). God is omnipresent and all-pervasive. "In 
him we live a^ move and have our being" (D, 153). 
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8. Summary of Bowne’s Position 

In presenting the essentials of Bowne’s philosophy we have trav- 
eled a long way and have considered numerous arguments. Our 
presentation, furthermore, has been based exclusively upon Bowne’s 
earlier writings. It may therefore be in order to round out our dis- 
cussion by a summary statement of Bowne’s position as this is de- 
veloped in his last great systematic work, Persoitalistn: Comniott 
Settse and Philosophy. 

Common sense, Bowne tells us, has always claimed that we are 
not living in a world of illusions, but in a real world, and “this we 
not only admit but affirm.” “With this living, aspiring, hoping, fear- 
ing, loving, hating, human world, with its life and history and hopes 
and fears and struggles and aspirations, philosophy must begin” (£, 
24), This world of experience is real in the sense of “being trust- 
worthy, or something which can be practically depended upon” (£, 
27, 29). It is not modified by what we call it (E, 31), for it is what 
it is (E, 25). Experience, however, is such that when we reflect 
upon it we find ourselves unable to rest in it and are compelled by 
the necessities of thought to go beyond it, not for its reality or trust- 
worthiness, nor for its truth, but for its explanation and understand- 
ing (£, 32). Only a system of thought which transcends experience 
can give an adequate account of experience and can integrate it in one 
con:q>rehensive whole. 

As we examine our experience we find that “things hang together 
in certain ways,” and that "events come along together according to 
certain rules.” These uniformities may be studied by observation 
and experiment, and knowledge of them is "of the utmost practical 
value for the guidance of our lives” (E, 32). It is the task and the 
“inalienable right” of science to make the necessary observations and 
to plan and execute the required experiments. No pliilosopher or 
theologian, Bowne tells us, "may molest” science or "make it afraid” 
(E, 40). In Us own field science is supreme and, in its own field, “we 
cannot overestimate the importance of science.” 

: On the other hand, the field of science is strictly limited. “After 
we have found that tilings exist and liang together in certain ways in 
space and time, we next need to know what they mean ; and what the 
cause is that underlies die cosmic process" (E, 40). Philosophy, 
therefote, as '-‘the higher interpretation” of experience, is indispensa- 
ble to a complete understanding of the meaning and significance of 
eiqierience (£> 45). 



Ch.7] THE PERSONALISM OF BOWNE 119 

When we reflect philosophically upon experience, we discover that 
the “flitting and discontinuous impression” of imnwdiate experience 
is “interpreted into a continuous and abiding world only by a perma- 
nent self with its outfit of rational principles” or categories j and we 
discover also that if the self were taken away there would be only 
“an inarticulate flux of impressions without rational contents” (E, 
69). The self, in other words, is a necessary presupposition of all 
knowledge and all interpretation. 

The categories which the self employs in its task of interpreting 
experience are, “in themselves,” “simply forms of mental arrange- 
ment and merely prescribe the form in which experience is to be 
ordered when it is given”; they do not create the content of cx{}eri- 
ence but are “like the rules of grammar,” which prescribe how we 
shall speak if we speak at all, but which in themselves have no con- 
crete content (E, 100). “And it is only as we find these categories 
realized in living self-experience that they acquire other than formal 
meaning, or pass for anything more than purely verbal counters” 
(E, 102). 

Upon such an epistemology Bowne builds his metaphysics, and 
from such a point of view with respect to the nature and possibility 
of knowledge he approaches the facts of experience which support his 
personalistic thesis. 

He finds, first, that the world we live in is a “personal and social 
world.” “We and the neighbors are facts whidi cannot be ques- 
tioned” (E, 20), and the world is our “common experience.” Here 
we meet in mutual understanding, and here “the great business of 
life goes on” (E, 21). It is a world which has brought forth human 
beings, persons. 

Bowne finds, secondly, that the world of experience exists for us 
only through a rational spiritual principle which we reproduce it 
for our thought, and that it has its existence apart from us only 
through a rational spiritual principle on which it depends, and the 
rational nature of which it expresses (E, 110). 

This second point is especially important in the philosophy of 
Bowne and constitutes the very essence of his personalism. In order 
to establish it, our author maintains, first, that for an understanding 
of reality only two basic ideas are at our disposal. Reality is either 
a “space and time existence” or it is “self-conscious existence.” “Any 
other conception is purely verbal and without any corresponding 
thought” (Ei 158). Following Kant, Bowne then argues that space 
and time themselves are not real and that therefore a “space and time 
existence is phenomenal only, existing only for and through intelli- 



120 PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch.7 

gence.” And "thus the chain of personalism is being established" 
(E, 1S8). 

Another line of argument proceeds from the contention that the 
universe is one and self-identical. The "identities” we find in the 
"thing world" Bowne shows to be nothing but "the formal identities 
of logical meaning." They possess no existential reality. The only 
concrete identity we can find anywhere turns out to be the unity of 
the conscious subject. But this identity is not to be viewed as any 
rigid core of being, but rather as "the self-equality of intelligence 
through its experience” (£, 123). This conception of identity alone 
fulfills all the reriuirements of an ultimate category of being. On the 
impersonal plane the problem of change and identity, according to 
Bowne, admits of no solution. But if ultimate reality is interpreted 
in terms of selfhood and personality, the difficulties vanish. 

We must note also the particular part which causality plays in the 
philosophy of Bowne. Causality, Bowne says, is "the ground of 
cosmic changes” (E, 165) but, he adds, we must distinguish between 
"causality in the inductive (or scientific) sense,” which is concerned 
only widi the interdependence of phenomena, and "causality as 
dynamic or productive efficiency” (E, 116), which is the source and 
origin of all phenomena. In scientific or mechanical causality "what 
was” determines "what is” ; in volitional causality "free intelligence 
chooses things which are to be and works for their realization.” It 
is between these conceptions that we have to decide (E, 180) . 

Tile decision, however, cannot be difficult; for the causal idea, if 
it is to be of ultimate significance, demands completeness in the series 
of conditions, and it never can be completed on the mechanical plane 
(E, 185, 191). There is never a true first in mechanical causation; 
the sequence of cause and effect is unending in retrospect as well as 
in prospect. But in volitional causality we trace the act to the personal 
purpose and volitions, and "there the regress ceases” (E, 191), 
Volitional causality is therefore the only causality that provides a 
true beginning for any sequence of events. 

Moreover, volitional causality is the only causality of which we 
have experience and of which we can therefore form a concrete and 
intelligible idea (E, 196). "Here is a unity which in the oneness of 
consciousness can posit plurality and remain unity still. Here is an 
abiding power which can form plans, foresee ends, and direct itself 
fot their realization. Here is a cause which in the self-equality of 
intelligence remains identical across the changes which it originates 
and directs. And this is the only conception that meets the demands 
of the causal idea” (B, 197), the only conception that provides an 
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adequate explanation of the whole universe, the only conception that 
allows freedom and self-determination ; and “freedom is the only 
solution which does not wreck reason itself" (E, 200 J. Even error 
is possible only on the basis of freedom, and without the possibility 
of error, truth itself loses its meaning. 

The seif which, for Bowne, provides the key to our understanding 
of the universe is "not to be abstractly taken.” It is the living self in 
the midst of its experiences — possessing, directing, controlling both 
itself and them. It is not a matter of verbal abstractions but is “what 
we all experience when we say me or mine.” It is a self that can 
never be^ more than verbally denied, and even its verbal deniers have 
always retained the fact (E, 262-263). It implies “selfhood, self- 
consciousness, seif-control, and the power to know.” It is, in brief, 
"personality” (E, 266), 

However, man cannot regard himself as self-sulhcient and inde- 
pendent in any absolute sense (E, 281) . "Complete and perfect per- 
sonality [therefore] can be found only in the Infinite and Absolute 
Being” which is God — ^the creator and sustainer of the Universe, the 
ultimate explanation of all that is (E, 267). 

Bowne’s philosophy thus laid anew the foundation for a theistic 
theology at a time when materiaiistic evolutionism, higher criticism, 
and comparative religion threatened the very existence of Christian 
theology itself. Small wonder, therefore, that Bowne’s influence in 
the field of religion was profound and far-reaching, and that it has 
lasted to our own day.* 

SC/. Brishtmon, E. S., '^Personalism and the Influence of Bowne/* Proceedings of 
the Sixih Jnlemaiicnat Congress of Philosophy, 1926. For additional information about 
Bowne and his philosophy see also: McConnell, F. J.; op ct>.; Jones, G. H., Loise «nd 
Bowne; eine Vcrglcichung ihrer philosophischen Arbeit, June, 1909; Pyle, C. B-, The 
Philosophy of Borden P. Bowne, 1910 : Franquiz, J. A.. Borden Parker Bawnc's Treats 
mcnf of the Problem of Change and Identity, 1942 ; and the Bowne Memorial ibsuc of 
the Methodist Review, May^une, 1922. 



Chapter 8 

THE PLURALISTIC PERSONALISM 
OF HOWISON 

1. Background and Beginnings 

j 

Certain problems arising from tire great controversies of the latter 
part of the nineteenth century are reflected in the pliilosophy of 
Howison even more directly than in the personalism of Bowne. 
Among them we find the metaphysical problem of individuality and 
the controversial issues concerning the implications of evolution. 

To what extent the problems of evolution were acute at that time 
we have already seen. But tlie problems of individuality were not less 
acute. An unshakeable faith in indirddualism and in the rights of indi- 
viduals dominated the American scene. It was the age when anybody 
possessing sufficient determination and self-assertion might rise to 
the highest positions and become a leader in the political and cultural 
life of the nation. It is true diat in the opinion of the masses indi- 
vidualism had become a matter of tlie '‘acquisitive instinct" — a mat- 
ter of die "inalienable right to pre&npt, to exploit, and to squander.” 
But this fact emphasizes only the more the need for philosophical 
analysis; for if the metaphysical ramifications of individuality could 
be uncovered, there was at least hope that a better understanding of 
the meaning and significance of individualism itself might be reached. 
It was dterefore “in the air" that no philosopher could really be doing 
his job if be neglected the problem of individuality or treated it 
lightly, Howison was keenly aware of this situation; as he was also 
aware of the significant problems arising from the theory of evolu- 
tion. And with both sets of problems he dealt in his philosophy. 

Howison, as may be remembered, got his .start in philosophy as a 
member of the St. Louis Philosojdiical Society. This means that his 
early views were strongly influenced liy Hegelian idealism as well as 
^ Brokmeyer’s interpretations and Harris’s elaborations of Hegel- 
ianism. But Howison also came to know Leibnitz’s philosophy and 
the various currents of thought animating the minds of men |n Amer- 
After leaving fte midwestern metropolis he made significant 
contacts at the Concord School of Philosophy where he became a 
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member of the initial “faculty.” Exten.sive travels in England, 
France, and Germany followed. “With a strange sense of long- 
cherished hopes at length fulfilled” he traveled through “the Father- 
land of Lessing and Goethe and Schiller, of Leibnitz and Kant and 
Fichte and Hegel. After two years in Europe and two additional 
years of an unsettled existence in America, Howison, at the age of 
fifty, was finally called to the Pacific Coast. There he organized and 
dominated the influential department of philosophy of the University 
of California and became “one of the most successful and inspiring 
teachers of philosophy” America has yet produced. Mezes, Me* 
Gilvary, Rieber, Stuart, Henderson, Lovejoy, and Bakcwell — to 
name only a few, and each a philosopher of note in his own right— 
were among his students. But Howison founded no "school of 
thought” 5 for he urged his pupils “to see with their own eyes” rather 
than to accept a ready-made system. He played the role of a “gadfly,” 
prodding his students into independent thinking. He was therefore 
more effective as a teacher than as a writer on philosophical themes, 
and his influence cannot be gauged properly from the few essays 
which he did publish. 

Fundamentally religious in all his thinking, Howison cared little 
for theological doctrine. Religion for him vras a matter of the heart: 
the pivot of his philosophy, however, was his concern for “the moral 
responsibility of the human person” (24). In the light of this re- 
sponsibility he judged and evaluated every philosophical system, 
repudiating every theory which, in his opinion, was irreconcilable 
with the freedom and responsibility of man, approving only such 
views as would guarantee man’s complete freedom. 

2. Problems of Pantheism 

His own philosophy Howison regarded as an attempt to break 
down the Kantian barrier between the "practical” and the "theo- 
retical” consciousness. The aim is “to raise our ethical intuition into 
the region of intelligence instead of feeling, and to do this by showing 
that the ethical first-principle is not only itself an act of knowledge, 
but is the principle of ail knowledge, and of all real experience as dis- 
tinguished from illusion” (133). In his constructive effort Howison 
is opposed to "historical idealism” no less than to materialism> for 

1 Buckham, J. W«i and Strattoiip G. M., Ciorge Holmu Howison^ Philoiophwr Qni 
Tmkar. Thla book contains an almost ooin|)lete reprint o£ tbe essays. Th9 Limits of 
Bvoiufion and Other Essays. All subsequent quotations from Howlm's vritinKS are 
from this book. All quotations' by permUtion the University of Califoniia Press, 
publishers of this work* , 
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both views, being monistic, are in the last resort irreconcilable with 
personality (126). Materialism assumes the reality of one material 
substance; idealism postulates “a single conscious Subject, or Uni- 
versal Mind, through which, and in which, and for which, all things 
subsist — all things, including the so-called other minds’* (125). In 
practical effect both views imply an “unmitigated and immitigable 
determination" and directly annul "moral ageni^ and personal free- 
dom" (126). 

In opposition to materialism and "historic idealism," Howison 
wants to develop an idealistic system which shall be thoroughly "per- 
sonal” in the sense that it safeguards the interests and the functions 
of human personality — a philosophy which "puts forward a Pluralism, 
an eternal or metaphysical world of wany minds, all alike possessing 
personal initiative, real self-direction" (127). 

Sucli a view, Howison finds, is irreconcilable not only with ma- 
terialism and “historical idealism" but with pantheism as well ; for 
pantheism is "the radical contradiction of real freedom and significant 
immortality" (203). We, however, "are by essence prepossessed in 
favor of our freedom and yearn for a life that may put death itself 
beneath our feet, and with death imperfection and wrong" (204). 

So firmly convinced is Howison of man’s freedom and immor- 
tality that, even should the natural sciences prove pantheism true, 
this would be an indictment of science rather than an endorsement 
of pantheism. “A pantheistic edict of science would only proclaim a 
deadlock in the system and substance of truth itself, and herald an 
implacable conflict between the law of Nature and the law written 
indelibly in the human spirit" (205). A "nominal god,” such as the 
god of pantheism would be, who either cannot or will not bring to 
fulfillment the longing after infinite moral growth that has once 
arisen in a spirit, is not, and cannot be, for such a spirit, true god at 
all (206-207). 

But does science actually prove pantheism? To begin with, we 
must not mistake the utterances of men of science for the voice of sci- 
ence as such (208). Still, even when this distinction is made, analysis 
shows that both in the method of modern science and in the two most 
commanding principles that have resulted from the method, there is 
that which unquestionably suggests the pantheistic view. 

The method of science, "rigorously observational and experi- 
mental" in character, "tends to obliterate the sense of the trans- 
cendent." It “brings its too eager votaries to regard the Sum of 
Things as the only reality" (211) ; and, “far from vindicating either 
the freedom of the personal will or the immortality of the soul,” this 
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method “withholds belief from both, as matters that can never come 
within the bounds of possible experience” (2II-2I2). 

The “principles” which suggest, if they do not actually imply, 
pantheism are (1) the principle of the a)nservation of energy, and 
(2) the principle of evolution (209), 

The principle of conservation implies “that all the changes in the 
universe of physical experience are resolvable into motions, either 
molar or molecular ; that in spite of the incalculable variety of these 
motions, the sum-total of movement and the average direction of the 
motions is constant and unchangeaUe; [and] that an unvarying 
correlation of all tlie various modes of motion exists, so that each 
mode is convertible into its correlates at a constant numerical rate, 
and so that each, having passed the entire circuit of correlated forms, 
returns again into its own form undiminislicd in amount” (212), 
All this, Howison contends, “seems to point unmistakably to a primal 
energy — ground-form of moving activity — ^in itself one and un- 
dtangeable, immanent in its sum of correlated forms, but not tran- 
scending them, while each instance of each form is only a transient 
and evanescent mode of this single Reality” (213), Alt this, in other 
words, seems to imply pantheism. 

When to this “powerful impression” derived from the principle 
of conservation we now add “the proper effect of the principle of 
evolution,” the pantheistic inference apfKars to gather an overpower- 
ing weight (213) ; for “evolution presents the picture of a cosmic 
whole, constituted of varying members descended from its own ]>rimi- 
tive form by differentiations so slight and graditai as not to suggest 
difference of origin or distinction in kind, but, on the contrary, to 
indicate clearly their kinship and community of origin” (214), 

Nevertheless, Howison maintains, the inference to pantheism 
from the method and principles of science is illegitimate (217) ; for 
“all inferences to a Whole of potential energy, or to a Whole determi- 
nant of the survivals in a struggle for experience are real inferences 
—passing beyond the region [of experimental facts to] su|)cr-sensiblc 
principles.” They transcend the field of science proper and are there- 
fore not warranted by natural science as siKh. On matters pertaining 
to the supersensible, science must remain silent. Its position is that 
of an agnostic (219). 


3. Evolution 

Because of the importance attached to the theory of evolution dur- 
ing the latter part of. the nineteenth century, Howison devoted one of 
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his essays to a discussion of the "limits of evolution.” From this 
essay we obtain further information concerning his attitude towards 
the experimental sciences and towards scientific knowledge in general. 

Evolution, Howisoii tells us, has "at length been carried out into 
every province of human experience and is now in some loose sense 
a general habit of thought” (153). But, he adds, under a sheer evo- 
lutionary account of man, the world of real persons, the world of indi- 
vidual responsibility with its harmony of spontaneous dutifulness, 
disappears. Withitdisappearsthegenuinepersonality of God (155). 
The question therefore arises: "Just how much can the principle of 
evolution really do?” (156). 

Howison docs not dispute the validity of the theory of evolution 
in its proper field. He specifically states that there is no longer any 
question at all as to the reality of evolution as a fact "within the 
specific region where it has been the subject of scientific inquiry.” 
And “diere is no question, either, of the use and importance of the 
hypotliesis of evolution as a method of science, in that same definite 
and tested region.” But "the extension of evolution from this limited 
and lowly scope in the region of life into a theory of cosmical reach, 
and, still farther, into a theory of the origin of life, and then of the 
origin of mind, is an act for which science furnishes no warrant what- 
ever" (157). Such an extension, indulged in by misguided philo- 
sophical speculation, is a "glaring sophism.” Evolution, after alt, is 
a theory of biology. Its primary meaning is the meaning proper to 
the world of living beings. It signifies not only "logical community,” 
but also "likeness due to descent and birth,” that is, due to a "physio- 
logical community, through the process of reproduction” (168). 
What could it possibly signify for the inorganic realm where physio- 
logical descent does not occur? 

Evolution, furthermore, furnishes no causal explanation of the 
continuous process of evolutionary advancement, and certainly not of 
mind; for, according to Howison, "self-consciousness” or mind is 
itself the only complete causalify and is requisite to the explanation 
of everything else. Apart from mind there is no true causation but 
only "transmission” (178). This thought Howison fliares with 
Harris and Bowne, and, like them, he also maintains that mechan- 
ical causation is utterly inadequate as an explanation of evolution; 
for, he says, "the conception of evolution is founded .at last and 
essentially in the conception of Progress : but this conception has no 
meaning at all except in the light of a goal” ; and there can be no goal 
unless there is "a Beyond for everything actual,” an ideal not yet 
realized. "The presupposition of Nature, as a system undergoing 
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evolution, is therefore the causal activity of our Pure Ideals” (179), 
and as such it transcends all mechanism. 

If evolution is mechanistically conceived, then “what is most dis- 
tinctively meant by Man is not, and cannot he, the result of evolu- 
tion." “Man the spirit, man the real mind, is not the offspring of [a 
mechanical] Nature, but rather Nature is in a great .sense the off- 
spring of this true Human Nature” (185), After all. Nature must 
be such that Man is possible, It must possess, at least in ideal form, 
all those attributes which human nature possesses, else human nature 
would not have evolved. It follows, therefore, that “human nature, 
in its highest, largest sense,” and its emergence or actualization, are 
the cosmic principles w'hich transform “the chaotic insignificance of 
the mere mass of things” into "the lofty theme of ever-ascending 
Progress” (185). “Unless there is a real man underivcd from 
Nature, unless there is a spiritual man and one legislatively sovereign 
over Nature, the Eternal is not a person, there is no G(^, and our 
faith is vain” (188). But if man does exist — a real and spiritual 
being — God also must be real ; for Nature alone and as revealed in 
the sciences cannot produce man. Therefore, Howison concludes, “let 
men of science keep the method of science within the limits of sci- 
ence” (189), Let science study freely "man the physical, the physio- 
logical, or the experimentally psychological,” “man the body,” and 
“man the sensory consciousness.” But let not science “contrive its 
own destruction by venturing to lay profane hands, vain for explana- 
tion, on that sacred human nature which is its very spring and 
authorizing source” (189). 


4. Freedom 

The nature whicli science discloses to us is thoroughly determin- 
istic. Man, on the other hand, is a free agent. Determinism and 
freedom are thus the two poles around which the whole of reality 
crystallizes, and unless reality is to be sundered and torn into parts, 
determinism and freedom must be brought into harmony with eadi 
other. 

By freedom Howison means "spontaneity in the agent” and 
"choice” (262), the power to act in accordance with a plan or pur- 
pose (263). It is “the spontaneous definiteness of active intelli- 
gence” (2^) ; whereas determinism is “the definite order charac- 
teristic of intelligence.” 

No free being can be the product of purely mechanical processes 
in nature, and none can exert its freedom in a “predestined” natural 
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order. Freedom, in oLher words, is not, and cannot be, the result of 
processes that are completely determined, and yet freedom is also 
impossible in a world which is not thoroughly determined; for in an 
undctermiiied world no means can be selected for the attainment 
of ends. 

The solution of this paradox Howison finds in a modified form 
of the Kantian distinction between noumena and phenomena, that is, 
in an idealistic pliilosophy of nature according to which the laws of 
nature issue “from the free actor himself, and upon a world consist- 
ing of states in his own consciousness, a world in so far of his own 
making” (267). 

Howison thus encounters little difliculty in his attempt to recon- 
cile freedom in man with a thoroughgoing determinism in nature. 
But the conflict apparently latent in the “contrasted freedom of God 
and other beings” (268) cannot be solved in the same way. If God 
has predetermined all events in the world, including the events of his- 
tory and of human actions, then freedom of man seems to be an 
illusion. Cosmic predestination and human freedom appear to be 
irreconcilable. Actually, however, a reconciliation is here also pos- 
sible, so Howison argues, because “the essence of God” is “perfect 
intelligence or reason,” and the freedom of all other spirits is likewise 
grounded in “self-active intelligence.” “Thus, the course of, say, 
human action, viewed in its totality, since it springs from self-active 
reason, must in its result, as in its source, freely harmonize with the 
Reason who is supreme” (269), Each spirit other than God fulfills 
in its own way and from its own self-direction the one “universal 
Type, or Ideal.” Each in doing its own will, that is, in defining and 
guiding its life by its own ideal, does the ultimate or inclusive will 
of all the rest; and men realize the will of God and fulfill God’s ideal 
by fulfilling each his own ideal, while “God fulfills the ‘will of man’ 
by freely fulfilting himself” (2^). 

5. Men and God 

For Howison this doctrine of freedom has further implications: 
for if the souls of men are really free, they are not created but coexist 
with God in the eternity which God inhabits, and “in the governing 
total of their self-active being they are of the same nature as He” 
(276). "As complete reason is His essence, so is reason theif 
essence” (277). 

But if reason is the essence, the veiy nature of spirit, then “the 
eteinal existence of the spirit is essentially self-definition.” Some- 
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what in the manner of Fichte, Howisoti now argues: “The spirit is 
intrinsically individual: it is itself, and not any other; and it puts 
itself so, incontestably. But such a getting to exact identity can only 
be by means of difference; and difference again implies contrast, and 
so reference to others. Thus, in tliinking itself as eternally real, each 
spirit inherently thinks the reality of all other spirits. In fine, its self- 
definition is at the same stroke in terras of its own peculiarity, . . . 
and of the supplemental individualities of a whole world of others’* 
(287). Spirit is thus intrinsically “social,” It implies its own exist- 
ence and the existence of other spirits. 

In such a world of spirits God is the “universally implicated Ideal" 
and therefore the “rational Ground of all other possible self-defini- 
tion" (289). The idea of every self and the idea of God arc insepar- 
ably connected, so that if any self exists, then God also exists, since 
He is the ideal ground of the possibility of that self. But “any and 
every self demonstrably exists,” for even to doubt its existence im- 
plies its existence — as Descartes has shown. God, therefore, “really 
exists" (291). To put it differently: Each self or spirit “lives in and 
by free ideality, the active contemplation of its own ideal; and this 
ideal embraces, as its essential, prime, and final factor, the one 
Supreme Idea" — God (289). God, therefore, exists as truly as the 
self or spirit which defines itself in terms of the ideal embodied in God. 

The distinction between God and man remains, however, as sharp 
as ever ; for “all members of the eternal worid except God freely posit 
themselves as not God, in freely positing God; and God in freely 
positing himself, likewise posits them as not himself” (293). Howi- 
son thus can recognize a plurality of free spirits which “posit them- 
selves," and can yet retain also a “genuine monotheism.” 

The characteristic difference between God and all other minds 
Howison finds to lie “in the possession by the latter, and by them 
only, of a sensuous consciousness, risingeverlastingly, through a serial 
being in time and in space, toward a complete harmony with the 
eternal ideal that is the changeless central essence of each mind, and 
whose proper and only real object is God" (139). God, as Final 
Cause, is at once (1) Ihe “Logical Ground” or "Defining Standard" 
“apart from which no consciousness can define itself as I, nor conse- 
quently, can exist at all” ; and (2) the Ideal Good “toward which each 
consciousness in its eternal freedom moves its merely natural and 
shifting being, in its effort after complete accord between the two 
phases of its nature, the eternal and the temporal, the rational and 
the sensuous" (140). The approach towards God is the ideal motive 
guiding the course of evolution. 
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6. Evil 

This doctrine, Howison is convinced, is the only one that can give 
an adeciuate account of evil in the world; for evil, according to 
Howison, is “the product of the non-divine minds themselves: the 
natural evil, of their very nature; the moral, the only real evil, of their 
failure to answer to their reason with their will” (140). God is 
absolved from all responsibility for the existence of evil. He “has no 
part whatever in the causation of evil” (150), and tlierefore remains 
an object of worship. "Neither Spencerian Agnosticism nor the 
higher forms of evolutional philosophy known as Cosmic Theism or 
Idealistic Monism can avoid making the One Ground of Things . . , 
responsible for all that is in life, the evil as well as the good” (146). 
But reverence for a God who is the cause of evil — ^"not to speak of 
adoring devotion” to Him — is quite impossible. It is therefore "con- 
demnation, not recommendation of these systems, to any moral mind, 
when their advocates declare, as sometimes they do, that ‘the God of 
things as they are is the God of things as they ought to be’ " (146). 

7. Summary 

Reducing his philosophy to a few basic propositions, we find that 
Howison holds this view: First, "all existence is either ( 1) the exist- 
ence of minds, or (2) the existence of the Hems and order of their 
experience j all the existences known as ‘material’ consist in certain 
of these experiences, with an order organized by the self-active forms 
of consciousness that in their unity constitute the substantial being 
of a mind” (128). Second, "Time and Space, and all that both ‘con- 
tain,’ owe their entire existence to the essential correlation and 
coexistence of minds” — ^which correlation and coexistence of minds 
is but "their logical implication of each other in the self-defining con- 
sciousness of each.” It is "a moral order” (129). Third, “these 
many minds, being in this mutual recognition of their moral reality 
the determining ground of all events and all mere ‘things,’ form the 
eternal (Le., unconditionally real) • world.” “They may be said to 
constitute the 'City of God.’ ” In this "republic of minds" God 
reigns supreme, “not by the exercise of jbrce, but solely by light; not 
by authority, but by reason; not by efficient, but by final causation — 
tliat is, simply by being the impersonated Ideal' of every mind” ( 129) . 
Fourth, “the members of this Eternal Republic have no origin bht 
thdr purely logical one of reference to each othet, including thus their 
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primary reference to God. That is, in the literal sense of the word, 
they have no origin at all—no source in th$ie whatever. There is 
nothing at all, prior to them, out of which their being arises; they 
are not ‘things’ in the chain of efficient causation. They simply arc, 
and together constitute the eternal order” (129). Fifth, “relatively 
to the natural world” these minds are “free^ in the sense of being in 
control of it.” “They are the very source of all the law there is or 
can be” in nature (129). Sixth, “relatively to God” and “to each 
other,” “all minds other than God are free in the still higher sense 
that nothing but their own light and conviction determines their 
actions” (130). Seventh, “this Pluralism held in union by reason, 
this World of Spirits, is the genuine Unmoved One that moves all 
Things. Not the solitary God, but the whole World of Spirits includ- 
ing God, and united through recognition of Him, Ls the real 'Prime 
Mover.' ” Its oneness is “the oneness of uniting harmony, of spon- 
taneous cooperation, in which every member, from inner initiative, 
from native contemplation of the same Ideal, joins in moving all 
things changeable toward the common goal” (130). Eighth, “this 
movement of things changeable toward the goal of a common Ideal" 
is, for Howison, “the process of Evolution.” “The World of Spirits, 
as the ground of it, can therefore neither be the product of evolution 
nor in any way subject to evolution” (130). Ninth, creation is “not 
an event — ^not an act causative and effective in time.*' But it is “such 
an eternal dependence of other souls upon God that the non-cxistence 
of God would involve the non-existence of all souls, while his exist- 
ence is the essential supplementing Reality that raises them to reality.” 
Without God, other minds “would be but void names and bare possi- 
bilities” (131). Tenth, "the key to the whole view is found in its 
doctrine concerning the system of causation. It reduces Efficient 
Cause from that supreme place in philosophy which it has hitherto 
held, and gives the highest, the organizing place to Final Cause 
instead.” A philosophy is thus presented in which the Ideal is indeed 
central and determining, and therefore real, and the measure of all 
other reality (132). Eleventh, this doctrine affirms “the reality of 
moral freedom.” “It provides for freedom in both senses: that of 
spontaneous decision and action, eternally and unchangeably adher- 
ing to the cause of Right alone; and that of choice in alternatives, as 
these continually present themselves in time” (148). Twelfth, it 
implies the "immortality of the Individual, in the sense of the ever- 
lastingtiess of his process of experience” (149-150). Thirteenth, this 
view sustains the hope of a “real and lasting improvement of this 
present world by our moral endeavor” (150), and it supports “the 
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belief in the solvability of the enignja of Evil” (ISO). For evil, “per- 
taining to the non-divine,” is “capable of cure” (151), Finally, 
Howison is convinced that his doctrine guarantees “the validity of 
the belief in God” (151). And God, for him, is “a real Being, not an 
Ideal simply.” He is “complete in Holiness, Justice, and Love, 
changelessly attentive to every other mind, rationally sympathetic 
with all its experiences, and bent on its spiritual success ; its inexor- 
able Judge, but also its eternal Insplrer, by his omnipresent reality 
and his ever present Image in the conscience” (151). 

In opposition to this “pluralistic personalism,” as conceived and 
defended by Howison, Royce developed an idealism which empha- 
sizes in particular the unity of the ultimately real, and which culmi- 
nates in the conception of an all-inclusive Absolute. But the prob- 
lems which both thinkers faced were substantially the same, for they 
were the dominant problems of their age. 



Chapter 9 

THE ABSOLUTISM OF JOSIAH ROYCE 

1. General Orientation 

Josiah Royce is usually regarded as America’s most outstanding 
representative of Absolute Idealism; and, sintt the term “Absolute 
Idealism" is traditionally applied to (he idiilosr>|ihy of Hegel, Royce 
is frequently classified as a Hegelian. Nevertheless his views differ 
in important respects from those of Hegel as well as from those of 
the Anglo'liegelians. In spirit Royce is much closer to Harris and 
Bowne, and even to Howison, than to any of the European thinkers 
— with the possible exception of Eucken. His philosophy is native 
to the American soil in a sense much more profound than appears at 
first glance. 

As a study of Harris, Bowne, and Howison reveals, American 
philosophy, in its first phase after the War of Secession, was inspired 
and motivated primarily by religious interests. The work of Royce, 
being a compreliensive effort to deal with the great problems arising 
from die controversial issues of the time, derives its strength and 
persuasion from the same source and makes its appeal likewise to the 
religious person. Furthermore, American philosophy was at that 
time characterized by a persistent emphasis upon selfliocxl and self* 
activity — ^an emphasis which, in turn, was the idealistic and meta* 
physical expression of the dominant individualism of the America of 
the 1880’s and 1890’s; and Royce shared this perspective of the point 
of view of the Americans. The Anglo-Hcgelians (Bradi^ and 
Bosanquet) regarded as self-refuting the thesis that the Absolute is 
a Self. For Royce, however, “the Absolute is not only a Self, but a 
Self whose nature is such that within it the integrity of finite self- 
hood is preserved in a manner which to his two English contempo- 
raries would seem wholly untenable.”* 

The characteristic American perspective of Royce’s philosophy, 
discernible from the beginning, becomes especially apparent as his 
system of thought is formulated and reformulated in various ways, 

1 CutintQgbam. G. W.» Tht Idealistic Argument in Recent British and American 
PhfhMOphy, J57. 
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in isolation and treats them as if eacli were true or false in itself and 
regardless of the truth or falsity of any other judgment. On such a 
basis error cannot be real. Royce concludes, therefore, that either 
there is no such thing as error — a demonstrably false assertion — 
or else there is “an infinite unity of conscious thought to which is 
present all possible truth.” In support of this second alternative 
Ro 3 n:e argues as follows : 

Error is essentially an incomplete thought. It is a thought, in 
other words, which, viewed from the vantage point of a fuller com- 
prehension, fails to describe adequately what it was intended to 
describe. In and of itself, however, no single judgment can be an 
error ; for it is simply an assertion. It is an error only by comparison 
with a more adequate judgment or a “higher thought” which includes 
it and gives to it “its completed object” — the “higher thought” being 
the truth of which the error is an inadecjuate expression or an “incom- 
plete fragment.” It follows that whenever we recognize an error we 
must first be in possession of the truth relative to which the inade- 
quate judgment is found to be an error. 

But once it is admitted that error exists only relative to a higher 
or more comprehensive thought, then there is no stopping place short 
of an "Infinite Thought” ; for "the possibilities of error are infinite,” 
and infinite, therefore, “must be the inclusive thought.” Accept- 
ing tills conclusion, Royce now asserts that “all reality must be 
present to the Unity of the Infinite Thought.” 

The critical reader may here observe that Royce obviously shifts 
the meaning of the term "Infinite Thought” — ^using it in the first 
place as signifying an all-inclusive “system of thought,” and using it 
in the second place as signifying a conscious agent who can be aware 
of something or to whom something may be “present.” But before 
dwelling further upon this point, let us consider Royce's argument 
in its most elaborate and most impressive formulation. 

In his lecture on “The Conception of God"* Royce sets out to 
prove that God exists. He proceeds by identifying God with an 
"Omniscient Being” — ^with a Being, in other words, who finds 
presented to him, “not by virtue of fragmentary and gradually com- 
pleted processes of inquiry, but by virtue of an all-embracing, direct, 
and transparent insight into his own truth,” the "complete, the ful- 
filled answer to every genuinely rational question” (A,' 8) — a Being 


4 Op^ dt, TMs book wtU hereafter be fdentified by the letter A. Other books by 
Royce, referred to fn tbia section, are: (B) Studies o/ Good and EvU, and (C) Tho 
World and the Individual, 2 voli. 
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by whom “all gcnainely significant, all truly thinkable ideas would 
be seen as directly fulfilled, and fulfilled in His own experience” 
(A, 10). As a consequence of this identification of “God” and 
"Omniscient Being,” the question. Does God exist? reduces itself for 
Royce to the question, Does the Omniscient Being exist? And Royce 
feels certain that he can demonstrate the latter’s existence, 

Basic to his proof is Royce’s conviction that man is and remains 
essentially ignorant of reality “as it is in itsdif” (A, 18-19), and that 
the reality which we seek to know we see only “as through a glass, — 
darkly” (A, 26-27). This rsility, however, is that which “either is 
or would be present to a sort of experience which we ideally define 
as an . . , absolute experience” (A, 30). If such an absolute expe- 
rience concretely exists, then there must be present to it such a reality ; 
and if the absolute experience is a bare possibility only, then the 
"concept of reality must be tainted by some bare possibility” ( A, 31) . 
The nature of experience thus reflects the nature of reality. 

Now, man, according to Royce, “begins his intelligent life by 
imitatively appealing to his fellow’s experience” (A, 33). The agree- 
ment wi^ others gives significance and substance to our own 
experience, and the consensus of the competent observers is tlie very 
lifeblood of science. Deeper, therefore, than our belief in any physical 
truth is “our common-sense assurance that the experience of our 
fellows is as genuine as our own, is in actual relation to our ovm, . . . 
and supplements our own.” Apart from our social consciousness we 
can obtain no clear conception of truth (A, 33). 

My “fellow's experience” supplements my own in two senses: 
as actual and as possible experience (A, 34). In so far as a consensus 
“appears to have been reached,” it suggests to us an ideal — ^the ideal, 
namely, of “an experience which should be not only manifold but 
united, not only possessed of chance agreements but reduced to an 
all-embracing connectedness” (A, 34). The appeal here is "from 
what the various men do experience to what they all ought to expe- 
rience, or would experience if their experiences were in unity.” 
“Such an ideally united experience, if it could but absolutely define 
its own contents, would know reality” (A, 35). 

Reality, in fact, is merety another name for the contents which 
would be pre^t to such an ideal unity of experience (A, 35). “The 
terms 'reality* and ‘organized experience* are [therefore] correlative 
terms. Drop dtber, and the other vanishes. Make one a bare ideal, 
and the other becomes equally such” (A, 36). Upon fljis affirmation 
of equivalence Royce's whole argument for the existence of God 
depends. 
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Turning to this argument itself, Royce states that "to regard our 
experience as suggesting truth” is "to mean that our experience in- 
dicates what a higher or inclusive, i.e., a more organized experience 
would find presented thus or thus to itself" (A, 39). If we assume 
for a moment that “there is no universal experience as a concrete fact, 
but only the hope of it,” then the “absolute finiteness and erroneous- 
ness of the real experience” will still be “a fact, a truth, a reality, 
and, as such, just the absolute truth” (A, 40). But for whom will this 
“supposed ultimate truth” exist? Not for finite experience, Royce 
argues, because in so far as this experience is finite “it cannot know 
that there is no unity beyond its fragmentariness.” “If it know this, 
it would be ipso facto an absolute, i.e., a completely self-possessed, 
experience” (A, 40). The recognition of the fragmentary character 
of our experience is possible only for an experience that is itself abso- 
lute. Royce therefore infers that “to assert a truth as more than 
possible is to assert the concrete reality of an experience that knows 
this truth” (A, 11). The very effort, therefore, — and this is “the 
conclusion of the whole matter” — ^“hypothetically to assert that the 
whole world of experience is a world of fragmentary and finite experi- 
ence is an effort involving a contradiction,” for the assertion of such 
fragmentariness is itself possible only from the vantage point of an 
experience which transcends it. Experience, therefore, in its entirety, 
must constitute “one self-determin^ and consequently absolute and 
organized whole” (A, 41). 

From here Royce reaches the final conclusion of his argument by 
asserting that “all concrete or genuine, and not barely possible truth is, 
as such, a truth somewhere experienced” ; for truth is only “so far as 
it is kttowt" Since our human experience is finite and fragmentary, 
and is known to be such, there must therefore exist some other expe- 
rience “to which is present the constitution (le., the actual limitation 
and narrowness) of all finite experience, just as surely as there is such 
a constitution” (A, 41). 

Let os restate the argument in summary form. “There is, for us 
as we are, experience. Our thought undertakes the interpretation of 
this experience, Every intelligent interpretation of this experience 
involves, however, the appeal from this experienced fragment to some 
more organized whole of experience, in whose unity this fragment is 
conceived as finding its otgantc place. To talk of any reality which 
this fragmentary experience indicates is to conceive this reality as the 
content of the more organized experience. To assert that there is any 
absolutely real fact indicated by our experience is to regard this reality 
as presented to an absolutely organized experience, in which every 
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fragment finds its place" (A. 42). "The very effort to deny an 
absolute experience involves . . . the actual assertion of such an ab- 
solute experience” (A, 43). "This Absolute Experience is related to 
our experience as an organic whole to its own fragments” (A, 44) . 

The conception of Absolute Experience thus reached Royce re- 
gards as "the philosophical conception of God” (A, 44) ; for "God is 
known as Thought fulfilled; as Experience absolutely organized, so as 
to liave one ideal unity of meaning; as Truth transparent to itself; 
as Life in absolute accordance with idea; as Selfhood eternally ob- 
tained. And all this the Absolute is in concrete unity, not in mere 
variety” (A, 45-46). 

How do we know that God exists? "Our ignorance, our fallibility, 
our imperfection, and so, as forms of this ignorance and imperfection, 
our experience of longing, of strife, of pain, of error, — ^yes, of what- 
ever, as finite, declares that its troth lies in its limitation, and so lies 
beyond itself. These things, wherein we taste the bitterness of our 
finitude, are what they are because they mean more than they contain, 
iniply what is beyond them, refuse to exist by themselves, and, at the 
very moment of confessing their own fragmentary falsity, assure us 
of the reality of that fulfillment which is the life of God” (A, 47-48). 

3. Critical Remarks 

Pausing for a moment in our exposition of Royce’s philosophical 
doctrine, we sliall now consider some of the criticisms of the views 
thus far presented — criticisms whidi were driven home in an eloquent 
manner by Professor Howison during that memorable “Great Debate” 
at the University of California, to which reference lias already been 
made in an earlier section. 

To begin witli, Howison attacks Royce’s argument for the exist- 
ence of Gdd by asking; "Whose omniscience is it that judges the 
ignorance to be real?— w/toss absolute experience pronounces the 
less organized experience to be really fallacious?” And he replies; 
"Well,— whosesoever it may. be, it is certainly acting in and through 
my judgment, if I am the thinker of that argument; and in every 
case it is / who pronounce sentence on myself as really ignorant, or 
on my limited, experience as fa11adou8.V; It is I who establishes the 
connection tetween my fragmentary and fallacious experience on the 
one band and the "implicated omniscience” on tlie other (A, 108- 
' ]^<)9}. Royce argues, in effect: "If my ignorance- is real, the Omnis- 
^jence is real: but tny ignorance assuredly is real; and, therefore, 
^ also is Omniscience.” Howison replies with a question ; "Who is 
me authority for the truth of the hypothetical major premise, and 
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who is the authority for the truth of tlie categorical minor?” And, 
answering this question himself, he states: ”Is it not plain that I, 
who am convincing myself by that syllogism, am the sole authority 
for both the premises? Though there were a myriad other omnis- 
ciences, they were of no avail to me, in the lone inward struggle to 
my own conviction through that argumentative form, unless they 
interpenetrated my judgment, and so became literally mine” (A, 
109). 

Howison is willing to admit that every assumption of certainty 
in a judgment involves the thinker who makes it in “affectation of 
omniscience” ; but this, and this only, is for him “the exact and whole 
meaning of Professor Royce’s proof’ (A, 110). Strictly construed, 
this proof is simply "the vindication of that active sovereign judg- 
ment which is the light of every mind, which organizes even the 
most elementary perceptions, and which goes on in its ceaseless 
critical work of reorganization after reorganization, building all the 
successive stages of science, and finally mustering those ultimate 
implications of science that constitute the msights of philosophy” 
(A, 111). If this active and progressively illuminating understand- 
ing, which we ourselves effect, be called God (as Royce suggests), 
then, Howison is convinced, we are ”enq>loying the mood of the 
mystic,” or, worse yet, we are taking literally what the mystic took 
"only mystically” (A, 111). Man’s reason and understanding "may 
indeed prove to be the vaUtmss of God,” but it is "not God himself’ 
(A, 112). Royce’s argument, therefore, while presenting in new 
perspective the synthetic function of man’s reason, “does not estab- 
lish the being of God” (A, 113). 

But even if we were to grant for the sake of the argument that 
Royce had succeeded in proving the existence of God, the difficulties 
involved in his position would not yet be at an end. At least two 
further questions may.be asked: (1) Is Royce’s conception of God 
"in truth a conception of a Personal God” and (2) is it "compatible 
witli that autonomy of moral action” which is the indispensable 
presupposition of all personality? (A, x-xi). 

Responding to the first question, Howison finds that Royce’s 
conception of God is inadequate. "The doctrine is not idealistic 
■enough” (A, 89). Royce has failed, according to Howison, to dis- 
tinguish clearly betwe^ the Creator and the creature (A, 98), thus 
making (iod immanent in the world; and it is this immanence of God 
which makes illusory the idea that God is a person (A, xi). 

In connection with the second question, Howison contends that 
Royce’s doctrine of the Absolute precludes all possibility of human 
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freedom. For such freedom to exist it is not sufficient to safeguard 
man’s autonomy “with reference to the world of sense” ; it must be 
safeguarded “also with reference to the Creator” (A, 98). In order 
for man to be really free, he must be “free to sin against God” — ^to 
use an expression of the medievalists. But is man free in this sense, 
if, as Royce maintains, the Divine Self-Consciousness "imparts” to 
the flnite selves “as its own members its own freedom”? (A, xii). 
As Howison sees it, the situation is this: “If the Infinite Self inchdes 
us all, and all our experiences, — sensations and sins, as well as the 
rest, — in the unity of one life, and includes us and them directly; 
if there is but one and the same final Self for us each and all; then, 
with a literalness indeed appalling, He is we, and we are He; nay. 
He is I, and I am He” (A, 98-99). But if “He is I,” then what 
becomes of my ethical independence, my personal reality, my “right' 
eous, i.e., reasonable, responsibility” ? “If 'He is I,’ is not He the 
sole real agentt* (A, 99). 

In his "Supplementary Essay” Royce attempts to meet Howison's 
objections to his doctrine, Discussing “the nature and the source 
of Individuation," he seeks to show how personality "flows directly 
and even solely from his conception of God” (A, xii). But Howison 
remains unconvinced and still insists that Royce’s “theory of the 
Person, making the single Self nothing but an identical part of the 
unifying Divine Will, . . . gives to the created soul no freedom at 
all of its own; . . . and that personality, as reached by this doctrine, 
is so truncated as to cease being true personality” (A, xiij). The 
ultimate question, according to Howison, is “whether there really 
arc many minds, or, in the last resort, there is only one Mind; 
whether the Absolute Reality is a system of self-active beings form- 
ing a Unity, or is after all ... a continuous Unity” (A, xv). “Can 
the reality of human free-agency, of moral responsibility and univer- 
sal moral aspiration, of unlimited spiritual hope for every soul,— ean 
this be made out, can it even be held consistently with the theory of 
an Immanent God?” (A, xxx). This is the "burning question.” 
Royce's answer is Yes (A, xxxH), whereas Howison’s answer is 
"imqualifiedly No'* (A, xxxiii). We shall, return to the issue in a 
different context. 


- ' 4, The Problem of Elvil 

The conception of God as the all-inclusive Reality brought Royce 
face to face with another difficult problem: the problem of evil. 
Royce sees this problem as the problem of Job. Why, he asks, since 
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God can do precisely as He chooses, and since He knows, as all* 
knower, the “value of a righteous servant,” does He choose, as 
enemy, to persecute the righteous with “this fury and persistence of 
hate”? (B, 4). The problem of evil, in other words, arises only if 
we view the world teleologically and as created and governed by a 
God who is at once all-wise, all-powerful, and all-good. If we refuse 
to interpret the world in teleological terms, then the problem of evil 
does not arise; for evils, such as floods, wars, disease, and death, 
are then not “the work of God or of Satan, but are natural phe- 
nomena” ; and “natural, too, are the phenomena of our desires, of 
our pains, sorrows and failures” (B, 5). 

If we regard ail evils as natural ^enomena, then the way to 
improve our lot or to better things is to understand nature better 
tlian we do now and to apply its laws in a more effective way. The 
evils we encounter in the world will still be real enough, but there 
will be HO problem in Job’s sense. The only rational problems wilt be 
those of discerning and applying natural laws. 

“Job’s business,” on die other hand, is not with physical proc- 
esses or with attempts to control these processes through the efficacy 
of law. His business is with “the God who chose to make this present 
nature.” An answer to Job must therefore show “that evil is not a 
physical but a logical necessity — something whose non-existence 
would simply contradict the very essence, the very perfection of God’s 
own nature and power” (B, &9); it must diow that evil is indis- 
pensable to the perfection of God Himself. And such an answer 
Royce hopes to establish. 

At times it is suggested by men dealing with the problem that 
evil is in the world for disciplinary reasons; that God uses evil for 
the ultimate benefit of man in the same sense in which a physician 
may use bitter drugs to effect a cure, or in which a disciplinarian may 
may resort to punishment in order to produce the desired results. 
But Royce finds no comfort in such a view. “This talk of medicinal 
and disciplinary evil,” he tells us, “becomes cruelly, even cynically 
trivial when applied to explain the ways of God” (B, 9) ; for God 
is responsible not merely for the means to the end sought, but for the 
very existence of the world in which the desired ends can be attained 
only through suffering. By creating the kind of world He did create, 
He made suffering inevitable. He is not in the position of a physician 
who, through bitter drugs, tries to alleviate still greater suffering, 
but who cannot be held responsible for the fact that there is suffering 
in the world. On the contrary, God is directly responsible for the 
- world and for all the evil in it. 
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A still different interpretation seeks the solution of the problem 
of evil in this way: “God creates agents witli free will. He does so 
because the existence of such agents has of itself an infimte worth. 
Were tlierc no free agents, the highest good could not be. But such 
agents, because they are free, can offend. The divine justice of 
necessity pursues such offenses with attendant evils. These evils, the 
result of sin, must, logically speaking, be pennitted to exist, if God 
once creates the agents who have free will’* (B, 10). But this view, 
too, is no real solution of the problem; for in the world in which we 
live the sufferer may suffer innocently. “The ill is often undeserved” 
(B, 11). And sudi “unearned ills” cannot justly be regarded as 
due to man’s free will— although they may be partly caused by it. 
They are due to God “who declines to protect the innocent” 
(B, 11). 

The “thesis of philosophical idealism” which Royce feels “bound 
to maintain” is this: In ultimate essence God is not different from 
man. He is the Absolute Being, but man is truly one with God, part 
of His life. Hence, if man suffers, his “sufferings are God's suffer- 
ings,” not God’s “external work." They are not the fruit of His 
neglect, but “identically His own personal woe.” In us God Himself 
suffers, precisely as we do, and has all our “concern in overcoming 
this grief" (B, 14). Why then, one may ask, does God thus suffer? 
Royce contends ^at “the sole possible, necessary, and sufficient 
answer" to this question is: “Because without suffering, without 
ill ... , God’s life could not be perfect.” God chooses to suffer 
“because be chooses his own perfect selfhood.” “In the absolute one- 
ness of God with the sufferer, in the concept of the suffering and 
therefore triumphant God, lies the logical solution of the problem of 
evil” (B. 14). , 

After all, Royce argues, "it is not those innocent of evil who are 
fullest of the life of God, but those who in their own case have expe- 
rienced the triumph over evil" (B, 23). Every interest which finds 
expression in human living may ^ regarded as in itself good; but 
s^e interests are rdativdy “higher” than others, and “from some 
higher reflective point of view” we may accept as good "the thwart' 
ing of an existent interest that is even thereto declared to be a rela- 
tive ill,” and may “love a tension of various impulses which even 
thereby involves, as the^ object of our love, the existence of what 
gives us aversion or grief' (B, 25). Virtue, in other words, is “not 
without strife, hut is rather the highest, the fulfilled strife” (B, 101). 
•The good man, therefore, “is neither an innocent nor an -inane per- 
son, but a knowing, a Warm-blooded, a passionate servant of the 
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good" (B, 101) — one who has faced evil and suffering and has 
triumphed over them. 

Evil, to Royce, is a "distinctly real fact, a fact just as real as the 
most helpless and hopeless sufferer finds it to be when he is in pain" 
(B, 16). We can never "clean the world of evil," but we can "sub- 
ordinate evil." Indeed "the justification of the presence in the world 
of the morally evil becomes apparent to us mortals only in so far as 
this evil is overcome and condemned. It exists only that it may be 
cast down" (B, 28), Of course the ultimate triumph over evil is 
God’s, not ours. But “in thought if not in the fulfilment of thought, 
in aim if not in attainment of aim, in aspiration if not in the presence 
of the revealed fact,” Royce believes, we can view God’s triumph and 
peace as our triumph and peace. Our frustration and suffering will 
be no less real than it is experienced to be, nor will it be possible to 
regard evil as a mere illusion. But we shall then see "not only the 
grief but the truth,” our truth, our rescue, our triumph (B, 27) — as 
culminating in the trutli, the rescue, and the triumph of God. 

If it now be asked why we must suffer so severely in order that 
God may triumph over evil and thus reach perfection of selfhood, 
Royce replies ; "We can simply set no human limit to the intensity 
of conflict, to the tragedies of existence, to the pangs of finitude, to 
the degree of moral ill, which in the end is included in the life that 
God not only loves, but finds the fulfilment of the perfect ideal” 
(B, 25). That such an answer will satisfy the human sufferer may, 
however, well be doubted. 

5. Shift in Emphasis 

Ail that Royce had written up to this time was, in a sense, only 
preparatory to his Gifford Lectures, delivered in 1898/1900, whidi 
dealt broadly with "the World and the Individual” In one great 
^thetic effort Royce now stated his philosophical system as a whole. 
Still, a comparison with his earlier works reveals the shift of em- 
phasis to which reference has already been made.' 

Royce himself informs us that, so far as the most essential argu- 
ment regarding the relation between our finite ideas and the ultimate 
nature of things is concerned, he has never varied, in spirit, from 
the' view” maintained in. his. first book, The Religious Aspect of 
PhUosophy (C, I, viii). But now the argument, which was there 
present^' for the first' time, "assumes a decidedly new foi;m,"— not 
because Royce is "in the least disposed to abandon the validity of 
the former statement, but because, in the present setting, the whole 
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matter appears in new relations to other philosophical problems, and 
becomes . . . deepened in its significance by these relations** (C, I, ix). 

In the first b^k the Absolnte was defined in such wise as to lead 
Royce to prefer the use of the term "Thought" as the best name for 
the "final unity of the Absolute.” Now a "deliberate effort” is made 
to "bring into synthesis the relations of ICnowledge and of Will in 
our conception of God” (C, I, ix). It is the theme of the Gifford 
Lectures “to show what we mean by Being in general, and by the 
special sorts of Reality that we attribute to God, to the World, and 
the Human Individual” (C, I, ii). 

6. Being — ^the Problem of the Real 

Being, according to Royce, is in some way encountered in experi- 
ence. The question is, Where and how do we find it ? 

We are aware of lights and shades, of sounds and colors and 
fragrance, of pains and pleasures, of sorrows and joys; and we 
encounter these experiences very mudi as “brute facts.” But in addi- 
tion to this factual side, experience possesses also an ideal side. The 
“brute facts” of immediacy are shot through with meanings which 
point beyond the mere facts as such. Indeed, the "brute facts” of 
immediate experience are really arbitrary abstractions. Experience 
is always “idealized experience,” meaningful experience; and its 
n^ning is never fully realized in the immediacy of direct observa- 
tion. In order to understand Reality, therefore, we dare not neglect 
either of the two aspects of experience, and we must certainly take 
account of the "ideas” which give meaning to the “facts.” 

Two questions now face the philosopher: (1) What is an idea? 
(2) How is an idea related to reality? The answers to these ques- 
tions constitute Royce’s system of philosophy, his solution of the 
problem of the Real. 

7. The Nature of an Idea 

To begin with, the word "idea” means, for Royce, “any state of 
consciousness, whether simple or complex, which when present is 
then and there viewed as at least the partial expression or embodi- 
ment of a single conscious purpose” (C, I, 22). That is to say, an 
idea appears in conscioumess as having the significance of an act of 
will (C, I, 23). Consider, for example, a “musical idea.” When you 
sing a melody "you are then and there conscious that the melody, 
as you hear yourself singing it, partially fulfills and embodies a 
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purpose” (Q I, 23). It is, in a measure, the melody you want to 
sing. Your “idea” — here as always — “appears to be representative 
of a fact existent beyond itself.” 

That, however, which constitutes an “idea” is not this “repre- 
sentative” character of experience, but rather “its inner character as 
relatively fulfilling the purpose . . . which is in the consciousness 
of the moment wherein the idea takes place” ( C, I, 24). Tliat is to 
say, the character of an “idea” as idea must be seen in the intention 
whicli points beyond it. If the intention or “purpose” were fulftiled, 
one could say with Royce, “That is what I want, and just in so far 
I have it.” 

The purpose thus embodied in the idea Royce regards as the 
"internal meaning of the idea” (C, I, 25). This, however, is only 
half the story. 

Let us return to our example. The melody sung has not only its 
"obvious internal meaning” in the sense just defined, but it also 
appears to have another sort of meaning, a reference, namely, to 
something beyond itself, an “attempted correspondence with other 
facts” (C, I, 26). In this sense the melody sung by you is also 
"a certain theme which Beethoven composed.” 

This “external meaning” appears to be “very different from the 
internal meaning, and wholly to transcend the latter” (C, 1, 27) . The 
difference is particularly marked when we consider the truth or 
falsity of an idea; for ideas appear to be true or false "by virtue of 
the fact that they either correspond or do not correspond to facts 
which are themselves no part of the idea” (C, I, 28-29). That is to 
say, their truth or falsity depends on whether or not their “internal 
meaning” corresponds to their "external meaning.” The two mean- 
ing's of the idea stand thus sharply opposed to each other — at least 
if we take both at face value. And here, therefore, arises the specific 
form in which Royce ultimately faces the problem of Being : "How 
is the internal meaning of ideas consistent with their apparently 
external meaning?*’ (C, 1, 32). 

8. Idea and Being 

Rpyce now argues thus: The assertion that our idea “resembles” 
or "corresponds to -fact wholly beyond itself,” must in the end be 
justified, if at all, by appeal to the truth, i.e„ to the adequate expres- 
sion and development of the internal meaning of the idea itself 
(C, I, 33), Either the external meaning is “genuinely continuous” 
with the internal meaning or else "the idea has no external meaning 
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at alt.” In either case “the final meaning of every complete idea, 
when fully developed, must be viewed as wholly an internal meaning” 
(C, I, 24). The apparently external meaning of an idea either is a 
delusion or it Is the “complete fulfilment” of “what the internal 
meaning already imperfectly but consciously is,” namely, an expres- 
sion. of purpose or will (C, I, 36). Hence if I follow “my own 
internal meaning” through to its “limit,” I then “face Being" 
(C, I, 38), — the only Being of wliich a philosopher can legitimately 
speak. “To be,” in this view’, means simply, “to embody the com- 
plete internal meaning of a certain absolute system of ideas,” — of a 
system, that is, “which is genuinely implied in the true internal 
meaning or purpose of every finite idea, however fragmentary” 
(C, I, 36). 

Let us consider this argument more fully. 

We find in our experience a "familiar” contrast “of the utmost 
practical importance” — ^the contrast, namely, of “what is not and 
wltat tV' (C, 1, 48). Common sense clearly recognizes this distinc- 
tion: for in the world of comnum sense "the liar is a man who 
deliberately misplaces his ontological predicates.” He says the thing 
that is not. Moreover, "upon a similarly clear sense of this same 
contrast, the life of all our external volition seems to depend” 
(C, I, 48). We intend to bring about or to realize the things that 
are not yet, And when we plan for the future, our plan involves an 
idea of what some possible object may sometime be, while the execu- 
tion of the plan involves “a process where one can come truthfully 
to say: ‘The fact is accomplished’ ” (C, 1, 48-49). The contrast here 
involved is the distinction “between the t/uil and the what, or between 
e^Fistfittee and essenc^’ (C, I, 49). But what does this contrast 
ultimately mean ? 

Note, first of all, that the contrast is discernible only when our 
“ideas” do not directly and completely coincide or harmonize with 
OUT “immediate data” of experience. When the data, as so often 
happens, “renrain obdurate,” when they “disappoint expectation or 
refuse our voluntary control,” then “we have on our hands some in- 
stance of the endless finite conflict of mere experience and mere' 
ideas.” Those two aspects of our lives, “the immediate aspect and 
the ideal aspect,” then show themselves in shall) contrast (C, I, 57), 
and an attempt must be made to bridge the gap between them. This 
attempt is “the effort of Thought to comprehend Being” — “the effort 
to Witt over facts to ideas, or to adjust ideas to facts” (C, I, 58). 

' ' In the conflict of the “immediate aspect” and the “ideal aspect” 
of e}(perience, Being “appears” as “that which we first regard as real 
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in advance of more special definitions in so far as we call it Other 
than our merely transient and finite thinking of the moment” 
(C, I, 59). The “Other” or Being, so understood, involves ulti- 
mately the complete reconciliation of tiiought and fact — it involves a 
situation, in other words, in which thought has Bnislicd its ideal task 
of adjusting ideas to facts. We can therefore define the Other, the 
true Being, as “that which, if present to us in tliis moment, would 
end our conflict" It is that “in terms of which our ideas are to be 
controlled, set right, or, if necessary, wholly set aside as useless” 
(C, I. 59). 

Philosophical realism regards this “Other” as independent of all 
knowledge, so that its independence and its reality are one. The 
existence or nonexistence of our knowledge would make no differ- 
ence to "the Other,” to the “world of Fact.” The realist, in other 
words, can see reality only in the sense of “external meanings.” 
Mysticism, on the other hand, is concerned only with “internal 
meanings.” Its thesis is that reality is the “immediate” from which 
ail otherness has disappeared. Botli these views Royce shows to be 
self-defeating and untenable. What, then, is the true relation of "the 
Other” to the "internal meaning” of our ideas? 

9. The "Other” 

From critical rationalism we learn that "the Other” is at least the 
standard of judgment in the light of which we pronounce our ideas 
true or false. But even this insight is not sufficient to explain fully 
the basic relation that is involved — the relation of the what and the 
that. 

Experience, we have seen, is not purely immediate content, and 
it is not whatever happens to come to hand. "It is carefully and 
attentively selected experience. It is experience lighted up by ideas” 
CC, I, 285). The so-called “crushing character,” the "overwhelming 
power^’ of "stubborn empirical facts,” is "never a barely immediate 
fact”; "it is something relative to the particular ideas in question” 
(C; I, 286). Universal judgments, the judgments of common sense 
and of science no less than the judgments of philosophy, “arise in the 
realm where experience and idea have already fused into one whole”; 
juid this is the realm of "internal meanings” (I, 289). Here we 
"construct” and observe the consequences of our constructions; and 
our construction, is at pnee an experience of fact and an idea — 
the expression of a purpose and . an observation of what haippens 
(C,.I,289). 
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10. Truth and Error 

Smcc the realm of internal meanings is limited and fragmentary 
so far as we arc concerned, we seek “to enlarge its realm." In doing 
so we appeal to our so-called “external experience.” External expe- 
rience, however, is experience which has not yet fused with the 
internal meanings but which, nevertheless, through selection and 
through patient effort, can gradually be brought to the point where 
it decides ideal issues (C, I, 290). External meaning is thus never 
severed from internal meaning; but neither is it the sole criterion of 
truth. 

“In order to find out what the truth of a man’s idea is, you must 
take account not merely of the sort of correspondent that he intends 
to attain in the presence of his object, hut of the selection that he him- 
self has made of the object by which he wishes his idea to be judged” 
(C, I, 317). If someone asserts that space has four dimensions, you 
cannot prove him wrong by demonstrating that time has but one 
dimension. The idea itself “selects” the object which verifies it. If 
we deal with an idea of "space,” then only the “object” space can 
verify (or disprove) it. On the other hand, however, the idea “does 
not predetermine whether its object is such that the idea, if finite, 
shall succeed in attaining entire agreement with the object. Other- 
wise truth would be mere tautology, error would be excluded in ad- 
vance” (C, I, 319-320), We thus encounter an antinomy in our 
knowledge: “There seems to be, in the object of an idea, just in so 
far as it is the object of that specific idea, no essential draracter which 
is not predetermined by the purpose, the internal meaning, the con- 
scious intent, of that idea itself’ (C, I, 320). But “no finite idea pre- 
determines, in its object, exactly the character which, when present 
in the object, gives the idea the desired truth" (C, I, 313). In other 
words, in spite of the fact that the object is such solely by the will 
of the idea, the idea undertakes submissively to be either true or 
false when compared with the object (C, I, 327). What is the 
solution? 

Royce maintains that what the idea always aims to find in its 
object is nothing but “the idea’s own conscious purpose or will em- 
bodied in some more determinate form than the idea by itsdf alone 
at this instant consciously possesses” (C, I, 327). In seeking its 
object every idea seeks only its own explicit and complete determina- 
tion as “this conscious purpose, embodied in this one way.” The com- 
plete content of the idea’s own purpose is thus the only object of 
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which the idea can ever take note; and this complete content alone is 
“the Other” that is sought (C, I, 329). 

This interpretation of the relation of an idea to its object explains 
at once, according to Royce, the possibility of error ; fur “an error is 
an error about a specific object only in case the purftose imperfectly 
defined by the vague idea at the instant when the error is made, is 
better defined, is, in fact, better fulfilled, by an object whose deter- 
minate character in some wise, although never absolutely, opposes the 
fragmentary efforts first made to define them” (C, I, 325) . 

11. Truth and Being 

If, in seeking its object, the idea seeks only its own greater de- 
termination, then, “at the desired limit oj determination,” the idea 
would face a “present content” which would “permit no other than 
itself to take for this ideal purpose its place” (C, I, 336). Tliat is to 
say, if the purpose which is partially embodied in an idea is ever com- 
pletely fulfilled, the object which constitutes its fulfilment is a con- 
crete and unique individual that cannot be replaced by any object but 
itself. It follows from this, Royce argues, “that tlie finally deter- 
minate form of the object of any finite idea is that form which the 
idea itself would assume whenever it became individuated, or in other 
words, became a completely determined idea, an idea or will fulfilled 
by a wholly adequate empirical content, for which no other content 
need be or could be substituted” (C, 1, 336-337). 

According to Royce we are now in a position which enables us to 
“define truth and Being at one stroke" (C, I, 337). 

An idea is true, “if, in its o>vn measure, and on its ow'n plane, it 
corresponds, even in its vagueness, to its own final and completely in- 
dividual expression” (C, I, 339) ; while Being is “what gives true 
ideas their truth; or in other words, to be real is to be the object of a 
true idea” (C, I, 339). Therefore “w/io/ is, or what is real, is as such 
the complete embodiment, in individual form and in fined fidfilment, 
of the internal meaning of finite ideas” (C, I, 339). Such, at any 
rate, is Royce’s “Fourth and final Conception of Being.” 

Let us briefly restate the considerations which led Royce to this 
conclusion. 

Being, so we have seen, is something “Other” than the finite ideas 
which seek it; for ideas seek Being as that which, when completely 
known, will fulfill them and “end dteir doubts.” But Being is not 
something independent of finite ideas, nor yet a merely immediate 
fact that quenches them (C, 1, 340). To hold the former would mean 
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to accept Realism ; to believe the latter would imply Mysticism. But 
Realism and Mysticism have been shown to be untenable positions. 

Being does, however, involve “tlie TOlidity of ideas." Yet mere 
validity, mere truth of ideas, cannot be conceived as “a bare universal 
fact." "We want to find its concreter content, its finally determinate 
form" (C, I, 340). But no finite idea can have or conform to any 
object save this which its own interna] meaning selects or determines, 
or can "seek any meaning or truth but its own." In seeking its own 
meaning, the idea seeks simply the fuller expression of its own will. 
The only "Other" which it tries to grasp is an Otlaer that would more 
completely fulfill or express its own internal meaning. The object of 
an idea proves therefore to be "any full determination whatever of its 
own will and meaning." And as "final object" the idea can have only 
"Us final embodiment in a complete and individual form." This "final 
form of the idea,” this "final object sought when we seek Being,” is 
(1) "a complete expression of the internal nieaning of the finite idea 
with which we start our quest" ; it is (2) “a complete fulfilment of 
the will or purpose partially embodied in the idea"; and it is (3) "an 
individual life for which no odier can be substituted." ( C, I, 
340u341). 

Being itself, Royce continues, would be encountered directly only 
if one Avere to experience finality, i.e., if one were to experience a "full 
expression of wliat our finite ideas both mean and seek" (C, I, 347). 

We know, however, from Royce's arguments that "an individual 
being is a Life of Experience fidfilling Ideas in an absolutely final 
form," and that this is "tlie essential nature of Being" (C, I, 348). 
In other words, we know that "the essence of tlie Real is to be In- 
dividual" (C, I, 348). If, for example, ive could see at this instant 
our own meaning (the meaning of our own being) in its completion, 
then our life as a whole would be spread before us as a single and 
unique life — as a life for which "no other could be substituted without 
a less determinate expression” of just our individual will and purpose. 
Now this complete life of ours— though not comprehended fully ^ us 
at this Instant— is. It exists; for “only such completion can be.” 
"Being can possess no other nature than this” (C, I, 348). 

The only basis for this definition of Being, we are told, is the fact 
that every other conception of reality proves, upon analysis, to be self- 
contradictory (C,’l, 348), white “every effort directly to deny the 
truth of this conception proves, upon analysis, to involve the covert 
affirmation of this very conception itseff" (C, I, 348-349). 

, Once we accept this definition, Royce assures us, we can maintain, 
wjththe realist, that the object is not only Other than the finite idea 
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but that it is wmcthing which is authoritative over against the finite 
idea (C, I, 333). We can also agree with Mysticism “in so far as, 
identifying Being with fuUilnient of purpose, the mystic says, of the 
object of any of your ideas: That art thou" “Starting with any idea, 
we shall henceforth say to this idea, regarding its own object, pre- 
cisely what the mystic says of the Self and the World : That art thou" 
'1 he object is for us simply the completely embodied will of the idea 
and nothing else (C, I, 355). Finally, we can agree with the critical 
rationalist when he asserts that “Being essentially involves what gives 
the validity to ideas” (C. I, 356). 

Thus the three conceptions of Being developed, respectively, by 
the realist, the mystic, and the critical rationalist are now brought 
into synthesis in what Royce calls his “Fourth Conception.” “What 
is, is authoritative over against finite ideas, as Realism asserts, is 
one with the true meaning of the ideas, as Mysticism insists, and is 
valid, as Critical Rationalism demands. What is, presents the fulfil- 
ment of the whole purpose of the very idea that now seeks this Being” 
(C, I, 358). Moreover, what is, precisely in so far as it is, is a whole 
experience finally expressing and consciously fulfilling a plan (C, I, 
339). "A will concretely embodied in a life” — this is reality. “This 
alone is" “This alone is real, — ^this complete life of divine fulfilment 
of whatever finite ideas seek” (C, 1, 359). 

But does not this interpretation of Being leave us with an empty 
abstraction on our hands, with a conception so grand and so absolute 
that it is incomprehensible to finite minds and impossible of realiza- 
tionY Royce does not think so. After all, an idea, according to his 
original definition, is already a fragment of experience and. as such, 
at least a partial fulfilment of a purpose. That is to say, our initial 
idea is no empty form but is enriched by the manifold content of “em- 
pirical experience.” The complete fulfilment of our idea, therefore, 
could not possibly take any form that was not also empirical. 
“Neither God nor man faces any fact that has not about it something 
of the immediacy of a sense datum.” This fact, Royce insists, is “a 
logical necessity” for his conception of Being (C. I, 362). The “em- 
pirical world as a whole,” therefore, is “a life fulfilling the purpose of 
our ideas,” "It is that or it is nothing” (C, I, 368). 

The essence of Royce's doctrine may now be summarized thus : 
“As a fragment, my idea looks else^vhere for the rest of itself. As a 
' type of imperfect fulfilment, it aims at the complete experience of the 
whole of this ty^. But as really one with its object, my idea in thus 
seeking its Other, seeks only the expression of its own will in an em- 
pirical and conscious life” (C, I, 387). "That my object is, is true in 
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so far as the whole what of my object is empirically expressed in an 
individual life” (C, I, 388). 

12. Monism Versus Pluralism 

Royce admits that the conception of reality just given is subject to 
two radically different interpretations. On the one hand, it may be 
said tliat the '‘Fourth Conception of Being” asserts that what is ex- 
presses, in a complete life of concrete experience, the whole meaning 
of the ideas which refer to any object The appearance of isolation of 
the finite beings is therefore but one aspect of the whole truth. Ac- 
tually, “die One is in all, and all are in the One” (C, I, 394). If pur- 
sued to its last consequences, this interpretation leads to a rigid 
monism. 

On the other hand, it may be argued that the Fourth Conception of 
Being apjieals, when rightly understood, to tlie self of each individual 
thinker, and that it appeals to individual drinkers only, be they human 
or divine (C, I, 395). According to this interpretation die meaning 
which an idea possesses “belongs in truth to some individual thinker.” 
It belongs “to you or to me.” The world as a whole is then a realm 
of individuality — a realm of individuals, “self-possessed, morally free, 
and sufficiently independent of one another to make their freedom of 
action possible and Rnally significant” (C, I, 395). This interpreta- 
tion entails a metaphysical pluralism. 

It is Royce‘s contention that both interpretations are half-truths; 
“that the unity of the divine life, and the universality of the divine 
plan, define one aspect,” and that “this unity is not only consistent 
with the ethical meaning of finite individuality, but is also the sole 
and sufficient basis thereof’ (C, I, 396). How does Royce defend 
this position? 

In the world as defined by Royce there exists, we are told, no fact 
except as a known fact, as a “fact present to some consciousness, 
namely, precisely to the consciousness that fulfills the whole meaning 
of whoever asserts that this fact is real” (C, I, 397). If this be 
granted, dien it follows that "the whole world of truth and being” can 
and does exist only "as present," in all its variety, “to die unity of a 
single consciousness, which includes both our own and all finite 
conscious meanings in onh final eternally present insight” (C, 1, 397). 
‘’For whatever is has its being, once more, only as a fact observed, 
and exists as the fulfilment of a conscious meaning. That is our 
definition of Being” (C, I, 398). 

Now the various knowers exist, and they exist or are in “given 
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relationship or in given relative independence of one another” ; and 
that they exist is a “consciously known fact.” This being so, there 
must exist also a “conscious act or process” for which the existence 
and the relations of the various knowing processes constitute a 
"present and consciously observed truth.” But this assertion, “the 
inevitable conserjuence” — as Royce believes — of his doctrine, implies 
that "one final knower knows all the knowing processes in one inclu* 
sive act” (C, I, 399). Hence if “the sundered finite forms of con- 
sciousness” are by hypothesis not mutually inclusive, then their very 
sundering, according to Royce’s conception of Being, implies their 
“common presence as facts to a knower who consciously observes 
their sundering as the fulfilment of his own single meaning” (C, I, 
399). And therefore “what is, is present to tire in.Mght of a single 
Self-conscious Knower, whose life includes ail tliat he knows, whose 
meaning is wholly fulfilled in his facts, and whose self-consciousness 
is complete” ( C, 1, 400) . 

So viewed, “nature, and the minds of our fellows, together with 
the contents of tliese minds, the past and the future beings and events, 
the eternally and transiently valid truths, and our own experiences 
and ideas which have all these different sorts of Being for their 
objects, — all these apparent facts must be alike comprehended within 
our final definition of what is to be” (C, 1, 405). The world we live 
in, therefore, no matter how numerous or varied its objects, possesses 
“Ontological Unity” ; and it possesses this Unity in so far as “all its 
types of Being, concrete and abstract, appear as various aspects of one 
type of Being.” “The whole of this world stands or falls together” 
(C, I, 413). This Unity of Being, Royce believes, “inevitably fol- 
lows" from that aspect of the definition of Being which is involved in 
the thesis that "whatever is, is consciously known" (C, I, 400). 

But Royce is also sure that his doctrine safeguards and preserves 
the real essence of individuality, making the conception of individ- 
uality “at once rational and explicit” ; for it is "precisely as the final 
and satisfactory expression of the whole will of an idea that any object 
can be regarded as unique” (C, 1, 456) , If the whole world is at once 
the complete expression of a plan, and also the unique expression of 
such a plan, then every fact in it, "precisely in so far as we distinguish 
that fact from the other facts, and consider its internal meaning.” is 
also inevitably unique, riiaring in so far the uniqueness of the whole 
(C, 1, 462). As individual, therefore, a man remains, from the abso- 
lute point of view, exactly wbat he now knows himself to be, namely, 
"the possessor of just this ideal purpose, whose internal meaning is 
embodied in just so much of conscious life” as is his (C, 1, 464). To 
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state it in other words: "If the whole world is, as whole, the unique 
expression of the divine purpose, it follows that every finite purpose, 
precisely in so far as it is, is a partial expression and attainment of the 
divine will; and also that every finite fulfilment of purpose, precisely 
as w'e finite beings find it, is a partial fulfilment of the divine mean- 
ing” ( C, I, 464). The individuality of the whole dwells in such wise 
in the parts that no finite purpose could have its place taken by some 
other finite purpose without a genuine disturbance or alteration of the 
whole. In brief, Royce concludes, this view of reality leaves all the 
unique meaning of every finite individual life just as singular and as 
rich as we find it to be in our lives. We are “in God” ; but we are “not 
lost in God” (C, I, 465). Whatever an individual does is a part of 
the divine life, yes; but it is such a part that, regardless of how frag- 
mentary it may be, it is “not elsewhere repeated in the divine con- 
sciousness.” “When I thus consciously and uniquely will, it is I then 
who just here am God's will, or who just here consciously act for the 
whole.” In so far as 1 am a unique part of the divine will, I am an in- 
dividual, and I am free (C,'I, 468). 

13. Critical Reactions 

What Howison would have said about the views of Royce here 
presented is obvious from what he did say concerning Royce’s earlier 
formulation of the “conception of God.” But Howison now would 
find support in the reactions of other thinkers as well. Speaking of 
the argument by which Royce reaches his final conclusion, John 
Dewey points out that "Professor Royce confounds in his exposition 
three notions which Kant carefully distinguishes — and then uses this 
confusion ... to furnish the terms of his own solution.”® The three 
notions to which Dewey refers are: (1) “The real,” conceived as 
immediate sense determined by thought, by mediate conception; (2) 
“the valid or true idea,” which differs from the real in not being di- 
rectly experienced, and which also differs from mere thought in that 
we have reason for assuming that there is a possible experience in 
which it would be directly presented in sense; and (3) "possible ex- 
perience” or that which tests the validity of an. idea. As merely possi- 
ble it is neither the same as the real nor as the valid idea. 

Dewey shows* that Royce assumes these three notions to be 
Sj-nonymous, and he asserts that, as a consequence, Royce’s whole 

« C/. D«we>^ wi«w of Boyeo's Tk* World md tho MMduat, Vol. 1, PhilosopMeol 
Rmw. IX (1900), 320-323. ' ' 

321 , Footnote I. 
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theory rests upon “an elaborate misinterpretation.” Dewey con- 
tinues: “Precisely this oscillation is required in order io give Mr. 
Royce^ s own conception its meanittg." From one point of view our 
starting point is neither an idea nor is it universal. It is actual, im- 
mediate experience. But as such it must be condemned as finite and 
fragmentary in order to suggest the contrast of an infinite or ex- 
haustive experience. If, however, the suggested implication were to 
remain a mere possibility, it would convict our present experience of 
a specific limitation but would provide no basis for the reality of an 
infinite experience. Royce, therefore, must shift his argument. He 
must and does maintain (1) that our experience Is abstract, frag- 
mentary, and indeterminate, and (2) that that which is contrasted 
with our experience, that which formerly was only a fiossibility and 
an abstraction, now becomes the actual and individual, the concrete 
experience. 

The dialectic of Royce's argument is something like this : (1) Our 
■experiences are meanings^ purposes fulfilled : and since reality cannot 
be conceived apart from experience, the reality — absolute reality — ^is 
meaning fulfilled. (2) Our purposes are, however, only partially, i.e., 
inadequately or indeterminately, fulfilled. Since absolute reality is 
meaning fulfilled in experience, it must be completely, exhaustively, 
and eternally fulfilled. The Absolute, in other words, experiences at 
once, adequately and completely, that which we try to experience in 
pieces, in sequences, and in distorted fashion. The gist of Dewey’s 
criticism is tiiat Royce’s argument depends upon taking propositions , 
( 1 } and (2) alternately, despite the fact that they cannot be so taken 
without destroying ear^ other. 

Stated more positively Dewey’s criticism is this : If our experience 
justifies us in entertaining the idea of the Infinite, the Perfect, as 
valid, then we are not mere fragments or parts of that Infinite. The 
contrast between us and the Absolute is eliminated. In this case we 
must reconsider the facts of struggle, disappointment, change, and 
consciousness of limitation in order to reach an interpretation which 
will reveal these facts, as they are experienced hy us (and not by some- 
thing called the Absolute), to be significant, worthy, and helpful. If, 
on the other hand, we are fragmentary and finite in such a way that 
our full meanings and realizations are not presented in and to us, but 
only to and in the Absolute, of what significance is the Absolute or 
the struggle? In this case “let us glean the satisfactions of. our pass- 
ing life, for as to serious meanings, only the Absolute mqperiences 
their realization— and since he is the Absolute, we cannot rob him of 
that in any case.” 
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14. Augmentation of Royce’s Argument 

Royce has of course augmented his doctrine in the second volume 
of The World and the Individual, subtitled "Nature, Man, and the 
Moral Order.” From this book we learn that the theory of Being re- 
quires us to vie>v every fact of nature and of man’s life as a frag- 
mentary glimpse of the Absolute life, as a revelation of the "unity of 
the perfect Whole” (C, II, 8-9). Our "presented experience,” 
Royce reasons once more, is, admittedly, our only guide in knowl- 
edge ; but it always guides us by pointing b^ond itself to that with- 
out which it becomes self-contradictory (C, 11, 23). However, that 
which lies beyond our presentation, that to which our experience 
constantly points, is also, in so far as it is true Being, presentation, or 
experience ; for the “world of fact” exists only in so far as it is “pre- 
sented in unity to the Absolute Experience” (C, II, 24). That is to 
say, "the facts, as real, are embodiments of my purpose, yet not of my- 
purpose as just now it transiently seems, but as it ought to be vie^ved” 
(C, II, 33) or as it is viewed by the Absolute. 

Now, if from this point of view we examine the knowledge ob- 
tained in the natural sciences, we discover that “the laws of atomic 
and of ethereal processes are very ideal constructions, whereby we are 
able to summarize, after a fashion, vast numbers of facts, or to con- 
struct in an abstract way the relation of One and Many.” Even the 
law of gravitation and the other basic laws of science add something 
to this purely formal character, for all such laws are although 
they express nothing final even about the “observed behavior of 
things” (C, II, 215-216). Science, therefore, according to Royce, 
gives us neither a complete nor an adequate picture of reality. If 
taken as the whole story, science is even misleading because it seems 
to suggest that the ultimately real is material substance, stuff, or 
matter. 

Against the insidious materialism of science Royce argues spe- 
cifically thus: (1) Tlie apparently sharp contrast between material 
and conscious processes which strikes us so forcefully whenever we 
observe the world about us is really accidental to the human point of 
view and is fostered by an “exaggeration of the literal accuracy of 
tliose admirable theories of atomic and ethereal processes” which be- 
long to the “mere bookkeeping of the sciences” (C, II, 224), (2) 
We have no right whatever to regard Nature as really unconscious, 
and we can speak only of “uncommunicative Nature,” or of a Natufe 
"whose mental processes go on at such different time-rates from ours 



Ch.9l the ABSOLUTISM OF JOSIAH ROYCE 157 

that we cannot adjust ourselves to a live a(i]trcciation of their inward 
fluency, although our consciousness docs make us aware of their 
presence . ' And (3) in Nature in general, as in those particular por- 
tions of Nature known as human beings, we encf»untcr “phenomenal 
signs of a vast conscious process, whose relation to Time varies 
vastly, but whose general characters are throughout the same" (C, 
II, 22S-226). In brief, Royce maintains that when we deal with 
Nature, we deal with a vast realm of consciousness of which our own 
consciousness is at once a jart and an example (C, II, 226). 

Royce’s theory thus agrees with Berkeley's view in a.<;serting that 
“no substance, and especially no material substance, exists independ- 
ently of all Mind** (C, II, 235). But it differs from Berkeley’s view 
in ascribing “an existence, beyond that of man’s mind,” to the finite 
mental life of all the lower objcct.s of Nature (C, II, 235-236) , Under 
the influence of the doctrJne o f^volutitm Roy ce “suppo ses that ther e 
is a vast range of ; and to this life, whose “presence 

is hinted to us by our experience'of Nature,” Royce’s theory assigns 
an existence as concrete and essentially conscious as that of man him- 
self (C, II, 236). Nature, Royce says, is for us real “in precisely the 
sense in which our fellow-men are real” (C, II, 236). 

This doct rine stands also in strong contrast to the vie ws of 
Leibn itz (C, II, 237). Royce fepidmtes Leibnitz’s iclea of an infinite 
multitude of mutually independent Monads. In Nature, as in man, 
he tells us, “ we find individuality linked in t he closest fashion wit h 
in]££=CQa3Qiunicationrwith.Jbe.inutval interdlgpeadence of iijtlmd- 
uals” (C, II. 238). 

15. Self and the Problem of Freedom 

Projected u])Ott such a background, what is the ultimate and true 
nature of a Self? To this question Royce replies: “The Self is not a 
Thing, but a Meaning embodied in a conscious life.” Its individuality 
implies the “essential uniqueness” of this life. “Its unity, transcend- 
ing as it does w*hat we ever find iirescnted in our present tyjie of con- 
sciousness, implies that the true individual Self of any man gets its 
final expression in some form of consciousness different from that 
whicli we men now possess” (C, II, 269). The ideal embodied in 
what I am now, the “meaning of my life-jdan” and “my Intent alw'ays 
to remain another than my fellows despite my divinely planned unity 
with them,” — ^these, and not the possession of any “Soul-Substance,” 
constitute or “define and create” me as a Sdf (C, II, 277). Hence 
while it is true that for each and every one of us the Absolute Self is 
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God, we still "retain our individuality, and our distinction from one 
another, jitsl in so for as our life-plans, by the very necessity of their 
social basis, are mutually contrasting life-plans, each one oftohich can 
reach its ozvn fulfilment only by recognising other life-plans as dif- 
ferent from its mvn” ( C, II, 289) . To put it differently : Only in so far 
as a man knows the world as one world, and Intends or w'ills his place 
in that world to be unique, God’s will is consciously expressed. And 
God’s will is one. In it every hiiitc life finds its own unique meaning, 
its own individuality (C, II, 294). From the point of view of the 
Absolute, finite beings "never fall away” or are completely sundered; 
they never attain self-sufficiency or complete independence, but are 
what tliey are in and through the Absolute (C, II, 302). From their 
own point of view these same finite beings seem to have attained in- 
dependence and appear to have "&llen away,” because, as finite, “they 
are the longing aspect, and not the finai fulfilment of longing” 
(C, II, 303). 

But if this is so, what is the relation of the finite beings to the 
Divine Will, and how are we to conceive the freedom of the finite 
individuals? Royce contends that the Divine Will finds expression 
in me, the individual, only in so far as this Divine Will “not merely 
recognizes from without, but includes witliin itself my own will, as 
one of its own purposes” (C, II, 330). And it is this inclusion of my 
will in the Will of the Absolute which also assures me of my freedom. 
As Royce puts it ; “The problem of my freedom is simply the problem 
of my individuality. If 1 am I and nobody else, and if I am I as an 
expression of purpose, then I am in so far free just because ... I 
express by my existence no will except my own” (C, II, 330-331). 
My unique individuality thus implies my freedom, I am free in as 
far as I am a unique embodiment of the Will of the Absolute. 

The remainder of Royce’s arguments need not concern us here. 
Enough has already been said to provide a fair understanding of his 
basic contentions. It will be important, however, to consider addi- 
tional critical reactions to Royce's amended views. 

16 . Critidsm Continued 

Dewey, who has already been quoted, informs us in his review of 
, the second volume of Royce’s work that a “most careful study of the 
new volume” has only “strongly reinforced” his conviction that the 
wlbole of Royce’s theory is contradictory.^ Like Howison before him, 
Dewey finds that either our experiences have ultimate meaning and 


. sc/. Phihforhical Jitvlew. XI (ISOS), 404-407. 
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worth, and the "Absolute" is only the most adequate pr>ssible con- 
struing of this meaning — a sj'stcm of meaning whiclt wc construct : 
or else, having no ultimate meaning or worth, our exjtericnccs are not 
available to give content to the Absolute. The two alternants are irrec- 
oncilable, whereas Royce’s doctrine presupposes their reconciliation. 

Another criticism first advanced by Howison and now driven 
home with new force is more directly concerned with the problems 
discussed in the last two sections of our exposition. Like Howison, 
Bakewell maintains that we cannot save ourselves from the fate of the 
mystic “unless we can keep God and persons on the same ontological 
plane," and this, he continues, “we do not accomplish unices the many 
selves are also eternally real and underived."* In other words. Bake- 
well feels that Royce’s doctrine does not safeguard the integrity and 
the fundamental reality of the finite person. 

This very thought is brought out even more emphatically by 
McTaggart, who points out that on the basis of Royce's theory every 
finite self is included in the infinite Self in a “manner which apparently 
is analogous to the way in which different conscious moments are 
included within each finite Self.” If this is so, then what guarantee 
do we have that the different finite selves are not simply transitory 
episodes in the infinite Self in the sense in which a particular mood 
or a particular effort is a transitory episode in my finite Self?* Royce’s 
philosophy^ — so is the criticism — furnishes no such guarantee. 

Considerations of a similar nature led Henry Jones to assert that 
Royce’s whole theory “demands radical reconstruction.” Jones con- 
cludes his review with this remark: “ ‘They maun liac new tops and 
bottoms,’ said the Scotch cobbler, of the old pair of boots, ‘but the aul’ 
whangs will doe.* 

Gradually Royce himself came to feel that the philosophical system 
he had developed was inadequate and unsatisfactory, and that it 
should be supplemented if not revised in toio. 

17. New Interests and the Emergence of a New System 

The first evidence of Royce’s change of interest may be found in 
his book. The Philosophy of Loyalty?' Royce, to be sure, tells us in 
the preface to this book that as yet he has “no change to report in 

BSee Bakewell*^ review of Royce^s wor1c> Internaiiofua Jonmal oi XII 

(19014)2), 397, 

0 MM. Sedes Xl (1902), 5fi3. 

'^^Hibbert Journal, I (19024)3), 144. 

11 Unleas otherwite indicated, the following quotationi are from JoBloh Royce, The 
Philosop}^ of Loyally, coi>ynght 1908, by The Macmillan Company. Used by permis- 
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[his] fundamental metapliysical diesis" (IX). But the line of 
thought here started led inescapably to the revised position formu- 
lated in his last great work, The Problem oj Christianiiy. 

The “Philosophy of Loyalty” is Royce’s attempt to deal with the 
problem of ethics — a problem which had so far received little atten- 
tion within his system. The key idea of this doctrine is, as the title 
of the book implies, the idea of loyalty. As Royce sees it, "t» loyalty, 
when loyalty is properly defined, is the fulfilment of the whole moral 
lau/’ (IS). “Justice, charity, industry, wisdom, spirituality, are all 
definable in terms of enlightened loyalty” (16). 

The whole argument, of course, depends on the definition of 
"loyalty.” For Royce it means; “the willing and practical and 
thoroughgoing devotion of a person to a cause” ( 16), That is to say, 
wherever there is loyalty, tliere must be a cause; the person must 
“willingly and thoroughly” devote himself to it; and this devotion 
must be expressed in “some sustained and practical way” (17). As 
instances of loyalty Royce mentions the devotion of the patriot to his 
country, the devotion of a martyr to his religion, the devotion of a 
ship’s captain to the requirements of his office in a disaster, and 
similar “devotions” (17). 

As Royce conceives it, loyalty is never mere emotion (18). "The 
loyal man serves. That is, he does not merely follow his own im- 
pulses. He looks to his cause for guidance. ... He is ready to live 
or to die as the cause directs” (18). It follows that, when the loyal 
man serves his cause, he is not seeking his own private advan- 
tage (19). 

Furthermore, loyalty is social (20). "If one is a loyal servant of a 
cause, one has at least possible fellow-servants” (20). “The cause 
to which loyalty devotes itself has always this union of the personal 
and the seemingly superindividual about it. It binds many individuals 
into one service” (20). 

V Of course a man may be loyal to a good cause or he may be loyal 
to a bad cause; but whatever the cause, the value of loyalty as such, 
according to Royce, is not affected by it. A man's own personal atti- 
tude, when he is loyal, has a certain general quality of value which is 
not destroyed even if he is loyal to a bad cause (22) ; for "whoever is 
loyal whatever be his cause, is devoted, is active, surrenders his pri- 
vate self-willi controls himself, is in love with his cause, and believes 
in it” The loyal man is thus in a certain state of mind which has its 
own value for himself (22). His loyalty “tends to unify life, to give 
it centre, fixity, stability” (22 ) ; and all this is in itself valuable. 
Neiffier “natural impulses” nor "social training” provide us with a 
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“settled and harmonious plan of life” (37) ; but loyally "fixes our 
attention upon some one cause, bids us look without ourscK-es to sec 
what this unified cause is, shows us thus some one plan of action, and 
then says to us, ‘In this cause is your life, your will, your opportunity, 
your fulfilment* “ (42). The loyal man thus finds his plan of life in 
“some social cause, or some system of causes, so rich, so well knit, 
and, to him so fascinating, and withal sr> kindly in its appeal to his 
natural self-will, that he says to his cause: ‘Thy will is mine and mine 
is thine* ’* (43). He now has one plan of life, his own plan, his own 
will set before him. Yet this plan is also "a plan of obedience” because 
the man must now live for this cause (44). 

Once a man has decided upon the cause he wants to serve, he 
follows his life*8 course unswervingly; for “the loyal have known 
what it was to be free from moral doubts and scruples.** Their cause 
has been their conscience. It has told them what to do (44). The 
loyal “have found themselves worthless in their own eyes, except 
when viewed as active, as confidently devoted, as willing instruments 
of their cause** (45). *‘Loyalty discounts death, for it is from the 
start a readiness to die for the cause.” "Since it views life as service 
of the cause, it is content with an endless quest” (90). “In a world of 
wandering and of private disasters and unsettlemeiit, the loyal indeed 
are always at home. For however they may wander or lose, they view 
their cause as fixed and as worthy** (91 ). The cause will go on vio 
toriously even if they, as individuals, should perish. Loyalty, there- 
fore, “is for the loyal man not only a good, but for him chief amongst 
all the moral goods of his life, because it furnishes to him a personal 
solution of the hardest of human practical problems, the problem: 
‘For what do I live?’ *’ (57). 

Let us repeat: the spirit of loyalty remains, whatever the causes in 
question may be, and whoever the loyal people arc (53), Actually, 
the loyal are to be found in all orders of society. They may be of 
various degrees of intelligence, of power, of effectiveness (54). "The 
practical man of the world and the seemingly lonely student of science 
may be ecjually loyal” (55) ; for the spirit of loyalty is always the 
same (55). “And upon the unity of this spirit, amidst all its countless 
varieties,** Royce’s further argument depends (56). 

18. Loyalty to Loyalty 

Nobody, so Royce' concedes, can be equally and directly loyal to 
all the countless actual social causes that exist (108). "nien, too, 
*'a robber band, a family engaged in a murderous feud, a pirate crew. 
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a savage tribe . . . — ^these might constitute causes to which somebody 
has been, or is, profoundly loyal,” Yet most of us would easily agree 
in thinking such causes unworthy of anybody’s loyalty (109). Dif- 
ferent loyalties may obviously stand in mutual conflict whenever their 
causes are opposed ( 109). In brief, loyalty is a good for the loyal 
man ; but it may be mischievous for those whom it assails, Conflict- 
ing loyalties may mean general social disturbances ; and the fact that 
loyalty is good for the loyal does not of itself decide whose cause is 
right when various causes stand opposed to one another (111). 
What, then, arc we to do whenever loyalties are in conflict? 

It is Royce’s contention that "the best in human life is its loyalty; 
while the worst is whatever has tended to make loyalty impossible, or 
to destroy it when present” (116). In the course of human history 
“the spirit of Loyalty has been misused to make men commit sin 
against this very spirit”; “for such a sin is precisely what any wanton 
conflict of loyalties means,” ^Vhere such a conflict occurs, the best, 
namely, loyalty, is used as an instrument in order to compass the 
worst, namely, the destruction of loyalty (117). Since this is so, it' is 
possible to define good and evil — and to define them in terms of 
loyalty itself (117). 

My loyalty to my cause, Royce argues, is also a loyalty to my 
fellow’s loyalty and “so I help him to secure his own supreme good” 
(118). But let us suppose now that “my cause, like the family in a 
feud, or like the pirate ship . . . , lives by the destruction of the loyalty 
of other families, or of its own community.” “Then, indeed, I get a 
good for myself and for my fellow-servants by our common loyally; 
but I war against this very spirit of loyalty as it appears in our oppo- 
nent’s loyalty to his own cause” (118) ; and this makes my cause to 
that extent evil. We may say, therefore, in general, that “a cause Is 
good, not only for me, but for mankind, in so far as it is essentially a 
loyalty to loyally, that is, [in so far as it] is an aid and a furtherance 
of loyalty in my fellows. It is an evil cause in so far as, despite the 
loyalty tliat it arouses in me, it is destructive of loyalty in the world of 
my fellows” (118-119). To put it differently, in so far as my cause 
is a predatory cause, which lives by overthrowing the loyalties of 
others, it is an evil cause because it involves disloyalty to the very 
cause of loyalty itself (119). Such, at any rate, is Royce’s conten- 
tion; and if it is admitted as true, then we can now state the general 
principle which is the culmination of Rbyce’s moral doctrine. It is 
tills: “In so far as it lies in your.power, so choose your cause and so 
swve it, that, by reason of your choice and of your service, there shall 
he more loyalty in the world rather than less. And, in fact, so choose 
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and so serve your individual cause as to secure tlicreby the greatest 
possible increase of loyalty among men. More briefly: In choosing 
and in serving the catise to which you are to be loyal, be, in any case, 
loyal to loyalty’ (121). 

It is Royce’s thesis that all the commonplace virtues, in so far as 
they are indeed defensible and effective, are s])cc!al forms of loyalty to 
loyalty (129). "All those duties which we have learned to recognize 
as the fundamental duties of the civilized man, the duties that every 
man owes to every man, are to be rightly interpreted as sficcial in- 
stances of loyalty to loyalty” (139). Truth-telling ( 140), "business 
fidelity” (141), and all the other forms of "dutiful action” (142) — 
"each such form is a special means for being, by a concrete deed, loyal 
to loyalty” (142). 

It is generally conceded that duties imply rights, and Royce, too, 
recognizes this principle; for he maintains that my rights are nmrally 
the outcome of my loyalty, and that rights which are not determined 
by my loyalty are vain pretense (143-144). 

Stated in summary fashion, Roycc’s moral doctrine is this : '”Be 
loyal. If one asks, Loyal to what? the conscience, awakened by our 
whole personal response to the need of mankind replies. Be loyal to 
loyalty. If, hereupon, various loyalties seem to conflict, the con- 
science says: Decide. If one asks, How decidet crmscicnce further 
urges, Decide as /, your conscience, the ideal expression of your whole 
personal nature, conscious and uttconscious, finds best. If one per- 
sists, But you and / may be wrong, the last word of conscience is. 
We are fallible, but we can be decisive and faithful; and this is loy- 
alty’ (195-196). "Decide, knowingly, if you can, ignorantly if you 
must, but in any case decide, and have no f^r” ( 189). "For ignorant 
service, which still knows itself as a willing attempt to serve the cause 
of universal loyalty, is better than a knovidng refusal to undertake any 
service whatever” (190). 

19 . Criticism of the New Doctrine 

The critical reaction to the "philosophy of loyalty” was instan- 
taneous and unanimous. Said W. R. Surley: "The fundamental dif- 
ficulty of the whole position is that loysdty to a cause is, after all, a 
merely fornul conception. Professor Royce is thus in the same dif- 
ficulty as Kant was" when he formulated his categorical imperative." 
To this charge of formalisni Frank Thitly added these further points : 
(1) "The reason why Professor Royce is able to deduce from the 
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concept of loyalty all the fundamental virtues and duties is that he 
reads them into it He simply defines his criterion in such a way as to 
embrace them all. Loyalty [as Royce thinks of it] is not a principle; 
it is a general label for all the virtues.”^* (2) “The real criterion 
which seems ... to lie in the background of Professor Royce’s 
thought and by which he justifies all the loyalties, all the virtues and 
duties, is the social criterion, social unity, a kingdom of ends, a union 
of selves inspired by social ideals,” 

As Royce reconsiders his philosophy of loyalty and traces out 
more fully its implications, he concedes Indirectly the validity of the 
second point of criticism brought out by Thilly; for in his book, 
Sources of Reliffious Insight, in which he re-emphasizes the principle 
of loyalty (203-204), he adds this further statement: "*AH the loyal, 
whether they htdividtfaUy hnottt the fact or not, are, and in all times 
have been, one genuine a^id religious brotherhood" (279). And 
even more explicitly he asserts : "Such loyalty implies genuine faith in 
the abiding and supreme unity of the spirit” (297) . 

20. The Beloved Community 

Royce is now well on his way to the great reorientation of his 
philosophy. In fact the book from which the quotations just given 
have been taken is the last transitory formulation of Royce’s position. 
The next publication. The Problem of Christianity, brings die new 
system to full development. 

In her contribution to the Papers in Honor of Royce, Miss Calkins 
bases her Interpretation of Royce's conception of ^ristianity upon 
the earlier works of Royce, maintaining that his last book had not 
materially altered the picture. But Royce himself, in a letter to Miss 
Calkins which is appended to her essay, expresses a somewhat differ- 
ent view. He confesses that his "poor little book” is the product of 
what for him is "a new light," “a new experience” ; that it contains 
"ideas which are as new to me as the original form of my idealism 
was new to me when I first defined it.” And he adds ; "For me, at 
present, a genuinely and loyally united community which lives a 
coherent life, is, in a perfectly literal sense, a person. Such a person, 
for Paul, the Church of Christ was. On the other hand, any human 
individual person, in a perfectly literal sense, Is a community.’’” If 
this is not in contradiction with ideas expressed by Royce in his 
earlier works, it is at least a radically new way of stating those ideas. 
Royce himself, I believe, took the more extreme view. 

nphOMofhieal Rtvitw, XVUI (1908), $46-547. 

PtbP*r4 ill Honor of Royte, 66-67. 



*65 


Ch. 9l THE ABSOLUTISM OF JOSIAH ROVCE 

"In spirit,” he says in the introduction to The Problem of Chris- 
"I believe my present book to be in essential harmony with 
the bases of the philosophical idealism set forth in various earlier 
volumes” (I, x). "In spirit " — ^we note; Royce does not say even 
"in basic conception." On the contrary, he informs us that "there 
is much in [the present volumes] which [he] did not expect to say 
Avhen [he] began the task here accomplished" (1, xi). We learn 
further that “as to certain metaphysical opinions" stated in the second 
volume, Royce now owes "much more to our great and unduly neg> 
Iccted American logician, Mr. Charles Peirce, than ... to the common 
tradition of recent idealism, and certainly very much more than [he] 
ever [has] owed, at any jwint of [bis] owi philosophical develop- 
ment, to the doctrines which, with technical accuracy, can be juittly 
attributed to Ilcgel.” l^or this reason he believes “it is time . . . 
that the long customary, but unjust and loose usage of the adjec- 
tive ‘Hegelian’ [as applied to his system] should be dropped” 
(I. xi). 

Turning now to Royce’s new position itself, we find that it 
reduces in all essentials to these the.ses: “First, Christianity is, in 
its essence, the most t 3 rpical, and, so far in human history, the most 
highly developed religion of loy'alty. Secondly, loyalty itself is a 
perfectly concrete form and interest of the spiritual life of mankind. 
Thirdly, this very fact about the meaning and the value of universal 
loyalty is one which the Apostle Paul learned in and from the social 
and religious life of the early Christian communities, and then en- 
riched and transformed through his own work as missionary and 
teacher." And, finally: "Whatever may hereafter be the fortunes 
of Christian institutions, or of Qiristian traditions, the religion of 
loyalty, the doctrine of the salvation of the otherwise hopelessly lost 
individual through devotion to the life of the genuinely real and 
Universal Community, must survive, and must direct the future both 
of religion and of mankind, if man is to be saved at all" (I, xviii-xix). 

Following Royce’s argiunent more in detail, we find that he now 
holds that loyalty is, from the first, a practical faith that communities, 
viewed as units, have a value which is superior to all the values and 
interests of detached individuals (I, 72). The most valuable of the 
communities is "the brotherhood of all the loyal” (I, 72). It is the 
"ideally universal community” (I, 73). To it "in ideal all men 
belong; and to act as if one were a member of such a community is 
to win in the highest measure the goal of individual life.” It Is to 

15 Uiilei 9 otherwise indicated, tbe following quotations are from Josiab Rogree, The 
Frabhm of Christianity^ copyright 1913, hy The MacmiUan Company, Used by per- 
mtsalon of Tht MacmHlan Company* publtMicra. 
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win what religion calls salvation (I, 73). How is such a community 
established? 

“When many contemporary and distinct individual selves so 
interpret, each his own personal life, that each says of an individual 
past or of a determinate future event or deed : ‘That belongs to my 
life,’ . . . then these many selves may be defined as hereby constitut- 
ing ... a community” (II, 49-50). A community in this sense 
“constituted by the fact that each of its members accepts as part 
of his own individual life and self the same past events that each 
of his fellow-members accepts, may be called a community oj memory’ 
(II, 50). On the other hand, “a community constituted by the fact 
that each of its members accepts, as part of bis own individual life 
and self, the same expected future events that eadi of his fellows 
accepts, may be called a community of expectation, ... a community 
of hop^' (II, 51). The perfect community is, of course, a complete 
fusion of the.se two — a fusion of the community of memory and of 
the community of hope. 

It follows from this conception of the community that not every 
social group which behaves so that, to an observer, it seems to be a 
single unit, meets all the conditions of Royce's definition of a com- 
munity (II, 57). His definition, briefly stated, is this; Let the 
"various ideal extensions” whidi individuals project forwards and 
backwards beyond their empirically real self include at least one 
common event, so that each of these selves regards that event as a 
part of his own life, then, “with reference to the ideal common past 
and future in question/’ Royce stipulates that "these selves constitute 
a community” (II, 59-60), The first condition, therefore, upon 
which the existence of a conununity depends, is the power of an indi- 
vidual self to extend lus life, in ideal fashion, so as to regard it as 
including past and future events whicli lie far away in time, and which 
he does not now personally remember or experience (II, 60-61). 

The community so understood is, for Royce, a “practical concep- 
tion." "It involves the idea of deeds done, and ends sought or 
attained” (II, 64-65) — deeds and ends common to all individuals 
who constitute the community. It follows that "the true common 
life of the community consists of deeds which are essentially of the 
nature of processes of cooperation, ... of ideas which many mem- 
bers perform together" . (II, 82). The. individuals, in other words, 
as members of a community, must identify themselves with the co- 
operative action performed by them (II, 83). Without such identi- 
fication with the whole their cooperation is but mechanical (II, 84), 
In fact, Royce believes that "it is the original sin of any highly de- 
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veloped civilization that it breeds [mechanical] cooperation at the 
expense o£ a loss of interest in the community” (II, R5) ; for “men 
do not form a community . , . merely in so far as [they] cooperate." 
“They form a community , , , when they not only cooperate, but 
accompany this cooperation with that ideal extension of the lives of 
individuals whereby each cooperating member says: ‘This activity 
which we perform together . , . , its se<iuence . . . [and] its sense, . . . 
are the life of my own self writ large’ ” (11, 85-«f>). And if then, 
in addition, “love of the community, nourished by common mem- 
ories, and common hope, both exists and expresses itself in devoted 
individual lives, it can constantly tend, despite the complexity of the 
present social order, to keep the consciousness of the community 
alive” (II, 92, 95). 

It is Royce’s belief that the very essence of Christianity — at least 
of Pauline Christianity — may be found in the conception of a “be- 
loved community." "Christian love, as Paul conceives it,” we are 
told, “takes on the form of loyalty. This is Paul’s simple but vast 
transformation of Christian love” (I, 98). “By man the commu- 
nity,” Royce states, “I mean, not the collective biological entity called 
the human race, and not the merely natural community which gives 
to us, as social animals, our ordinary moral training” (I, 405). “By 
man the community I mean man In the sense in which Paul conceived 
Christ’s beloved and universal Church to be a community, — ^man 
viewed as one conscious spiritual whole of life” (1, 406). 

But Royce does not stop here. Relentlessly he presses his argu- 
ment on until his conception of Christianity yields a general meta- 
physic. “We all of us believe,” he reasons, “that there isany real world 
at all, simply because we find ourselves in a situation in Avhich, because 
of the fragmentary and dissatisfying conflicts .... an interpreta- 
tion of this situation is needed, but is not known to us. By the ‘real 
world* w'e mean simply the ‘true interpretation’ of our problematic 
situation” (11, 264-265, 267)'. In this interpretation “we compare 
what is our ideal with wliat is so far g^ven to us” (II, 267). This 
antithesis of the “ideal” and the "actual” is inescapable, and “what- 
ever the real world is, its nature has to be expressed in terms of this 
antithesis" (II, 267). As Royce sees it “the real world is the Com- 
munity of Interpretation which is constituted by the two antithetic 
ideas, and their mediator or interpreter” (II, 269). “If the interpre- 
tation is a reality, and if it truly interprets the whole of reality, tiien 
the community reaches Us goal, and ^e real world includes its own 
interpreter. Unless hath the interpreter and the community are realj 
there is no real world*’ (II, 269-270). Ultimately Royce’s argument 
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culminates in the conception of "the World as a Community" (II, 
422) — a conclusion which, resting as it does upon the assumed 
reality of the finite individuals who constitute the Community, 
seems to embody all the essential features of Howison’s conception 
of a “Republic of Spirits." 

21. Final Comments 

Concerning this last phase of Royce’s philosophy, G. H. Mead 
makes the following statements:**’ "It was the passionate struggle of 
Royce’s great mind to fashion, in his philosophy of Loyalty, an ex- 
pression of [philosophical] idealism which would fit the problem of 
American thought. He was obliged to take it into tlie vernacular 
of the church, ... to seek for reverberations from Calvinistic and 
Pauline conceptions. His individual was voluntaristic ; tlie judgment 
was an expression of purpose. His individual is American in his 
attitude, but he calls upon this American to realize himself in an 
intellectual organization of conflicting ends that is already attained 
in the absolute self, and there is nothing in the relation of the Amer- 
ican to his society that provides any mechanism that even by sub- 
limation can accomplish such a realization. Not even in the Blessed 
Community, with Royce's social analysis of the self, does Royce lay 
hands upon an American social attitude that will express his under- 
taking." 

"No American, in his philosophical moments, regarding the sec- 
tarian meeting-houses of a western community would have felt him- 
self at home in the spiritual landscape of Royce’s Blessed Community. 
Notwithstanding Royce’s intense moral sense and his passionate love 
of the community from which he came and to which he continued 
to belong, his philosophy belonged, in spite of himself, ... to a 
culture which did not spring from the controlling habits and attitudes 
of American society." In fact his philosophy was "part of the escape 
from the crudity of American life, not an interpretation of it." It 
pointed out a direction that American cultural development might 
have taken but did not take. To this extent, at least, Royce had 
misread the fundamental tendencies in American culture, and his 
idiilosophy did ijot find sufBdent resonahee to make, much practical 
difference. This does not mean, however, that Royce did not truly 
see the essence of commimify life, or that he did not envision the 
ideal which community life might approximate. 

1* Mead, G* H., 'The Philotopbies of Royce, James, apd Dewey in Thdr American 
Betting,'*- Ini^rnationai Jeurnai of BtMcs, XL (1929-30), 221-222, 223. 
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Chapter 10 

THE PRAGMATISM OF PEIRCE 

1. General Orientation 

As early as 1871 Diaries S. Peirce had conceived the basic idea 
of "pragmatism,” but without having the name for it. Then, during 
the years 1872 to 1874, several members of the Harvard faculty — 
including Qiaunccy Wright, William Janies. Peirce, and others — 
together with other interested persons met regularly to discuss prob- 
lems of philosophy, Wright, Janies, and Peirce "assuming the attitude 
of British empiricists toward the metaphysical speculations of the 
others.”^ In the course of these discussions in the "Metaphysical 
Club,” Peirce’s original ideas were developed more fully and were 
written up by Peirce. They were subsequently published under the 
titles, "The Fixation of Belief” and "How to Make Our Ideas 
Dear.”’ Pragmatism in its first version had made its appearance in 
the intellectual life of America. 

The intellectual background of Peirce’s philosophy was varied 
but predominantly European.' His father, Benjamin Peirce, a grad- 
uate of Harvard and professor of mathematics at the same institu- 
tion, supervised his education and introduced him to the philosophy 
of Kant. In I860 Peirce wrote: "When I was a babe in philosophy 
my bottle was filled from the udders of Kant” (2. 113).* But hia 
studies also included the works of Aristotle, St Augustine, Abelard, 
John of Salisbury, Aquinas, Buns Scotus, Oridiam (I. 560), Des- 
cartes, Berkeley, Hume. Hegel, and Darwin; and he was familiar 
with the exact and natural sciences of bis day. 

Although Peirce was strongly influenced by Kant’s empirical 
approach and broad point of view, he did not become a Kantian in 
any Strict sense, and he regarded Duns Scotus and 'Witliam of Ock- 
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to ends” (1. 395). For Peirce, "natural selection is the theory of 
how forms come to be adaptive, that' is, to be governed by a quasi 
purpose. It suggests a machinery of efficiency to bring about the 
end” (1. 269), and thus contradicts Aristotle’s doctrine of fixed 
forms. Neverthdess not all is thrown into flux and chaos. "A great 
many logicians,” Peirce points out, “say there is no such thing [as 
a ‘true’ or ‘natural’ class] ; and, what is strange, even many students 
of taxonomic sciences not only follow this opinion but allow it a 
great part in determining the conclusions of botany and aoology. 
Tlie cause of their holding this opinion has two factors ; first, that they 
attach a metaphysical significance to the term natural or real clasSt 
and secondly, that they have embraced a system of metaphysics {i.e., 
nominalism) which allows them to believe in no such thing as that 
which they have defined a real or natural class to be” (1. 204). 
But a class, in Peirce’s opinion, "is tlie tota l of whatever jpbjects 
ther e m ay be in the uni verse .which ate of a certain description," 
Wfiat, therefiMe, "if we try taking the term 'natural,' or ‘real class' 
to mean a class of which all the members owe their existence as 
members of the class to a common final cause?” Peirce adds: “in the 
case of natural classes the final cause remains occult.” "The doc- 
trine of evolution refrains from pronouncing whether forms are 
simply fated or whether they are providential; but that definite 
ends are worked out none of us today any longer deny” (1. 204). 
As Feibleman puts it: "Darwin had destroyed Aristotelian realism, 
for the exliaustion of universals in things was no longer tenable once 
Darwin had demonstrated that biological species come into existence 
as a development from other species in time. The issue was forced 
to a choice between Platonic realism and nominalism. Peirce chose 
Platonic realism.”* 

Since Peirce believed Descartes to be a nominalist (1. 19), it is 
not astoni^ing to find that he repudiated Cartesian philosophy. He 
objected to Descartes's false scepticism ; for "to make believe one does 
not believe anything is an idle and self>deceptive pretense” (4. 71 ; 
2. 192; 5. 265) ; and he objected to Descartes’s initial subjectivism 
(2. 66). “The celebrated criterion of clearness and distinctness, pro> 
posed by Descartes . . . was, as Hamilton says, 'nothing new,’ since 
it was no more than an utterly unsuccessful attempt to define the 
old ‘self-evidence’ of the axioms of reason” (2. 28). And “Descartes 
and others, have endeavored to bolster up the light of reason by 
make-believe arguments from the 'veracity of and the like. 
They had better not have pretended to call that in question which 
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they intended to prove, since the proofs, themselves, call for the same 
light to make them evident” (2. 28). 

Of Hegel Peirce said that he is “in some respects the greatest 
philosopher that ever lived” (1. 524). He felt “strongly drawn” to 
the German thinker (4. 50). Nevertheless Peirce rejected Hegel’s 
philosophy "in toto” (1. 368) because of Hegel’s “tendency to look 
at everything subjectively” (5. 160), “Most of what is true in 
Hegel,” he maintained, “is a darkling glimmer of a conception which 
the mathematicians had long before made pretty clear” (6. 31). 
“Hegel begins by assuming whatever appears most evident to an 
utterly unreflecting person, and sets it down. The only difference 
between the unreflecting person and Hegel, as he is in this mood, 
is that the former would consider the subject exhausted, and would 
pass to something else; while Hegel insists upon harping on that 
string until certain ine^table difficulties are met with. Hegel at once 
embraces these objections with the same good faith (for it is good 
faith, notwithstanding his being able, if he chooses, to see further) 
with which he assumed the original position. He pushes his objec- 
tion for all it is worth, since the original position has something to 
say for itself, in reply. Hegel is anxious not to allow any 'foreign 
considerations’ to intervene in the struggle which ensues — that is to 
say, no suggestions from a more advanced stage of philosophical 
development” (2. 32). With this general method Peirce is largely 
in agreement; but he “caiuiot see that it would conflict with the 
spirit of the general metliod to allow suggestions from experience, 
provided they are such as would be inevitable, and such as would 
be within the grasp of the thought which for the moment occupies 
the theatre" (2. 32). According to Peirce, Hegel "formulates the 
general procedure in too narrow a way, making it use no higher 
method than dilemma, instead of giving it an observational essence. 
The real formula is this: a conception is framed according to a 
certain precept, [then] having obtained it, we proceed to notice 
features of it which, though necessarily involved in the precept, did 
not need to be taken into account in order to construct the concep- 
tion. These features we perceive take radically different shapes; and 
these shapes, we find, must be particularized, or decided between, 
before we can gain a more perfect grasp of the original conception. 
It is thus that thought ,is urged on in a predestin^ path. Ihis is 
the true evolution of drought, of which Hegel's dilemmatic method 
is only a special diaracter which the evolution is sometimes fotmd 
to assume” (1, 491). The real difference between Peirce and Hegel 
which this line of reasoning entails will become clear when we discuss 
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Peirce’s doctrine of “Firstness," “Secondness,” and “Thirdness” ( see 
Section 4). 

In tlie pages which follow an attempt will he made to present as 
comprehensive a picture of Peirce’s philosoph}' as can be given within 
the framework of this History. The task is an exceptionally difiicult 
one; for although it was Peirce’s ambition “to construct a system 
of philosophy so com|)rchensive that for a long time to come achieve' 
ments in all departments of research, in mathematics, in the natural 
sciences, in history, in sociology, would appear simply as details 
fiUing out its outlines,”® he was not a systematic writer and his 
ambition remained largely unfulfilled. Hvcii though the broad out' 
lines of a system are discernible in most of his writings,* Peirce 
himself never explicitly fornuilated Ids system. Moreover his varied 
and unorganized writings contain many conflicting statements, mak- 
ing it impossible to reduce to a few i>ages the wealth of ideas pre- 
served In the Collected Papers. Misunderstandings and faulty per- 
spectives are almost unavoidable.® Even the careful and, on the 
whole, representative selections from Peirce's writings made available 
in Duchler's book, The Philosophy of Peirce (1940), cannot elim- 
inate the necessity of an -intensive study of the six volumes of Col- 
lected Papers. It must be obvious, therefore, that the remainder of 
the present chapter can be at best only an invitation to read Peirce 
himself. 


2. Epistemology 

For Peirce “philosophy is positive science in the sense of discov- 
ering what really is true ; but it limits itself to so much of truth as 
can be inferred from common experience” (1. 184). It is divided 
into phenomenology, normative science, and metaphysics (1. 186), 
“Phenomenology ascertains and studies the kinds of elements uni- 
versally present in the phenomenon ; meaning by phenomenon, what- 
ever is present at any time to the mind in any way. Normative 
Science distinguishes what ought to be from what ought not to be, 
and makes many other divisions and arrangements subservient to 
its primary, dualistic distinction. Metaphysics seeks to give an ac- 
count of the universe of mind and matter. Normative science rests 
largely on phenomenology and on mathematics; metaphysics on 
phenomenology and on normative science” (1. 186). 

0 Buebler, J., CharUt Ptlrcrf* Smtiricitm, ISSS, idli. 
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Peirce wishes "philosophy to be a strict science, passionless and 
severely fair’* (5. 537). And although he knows that "science is not 
the whole of life,” he believes in “the division of labor among intcl- 
JcctJial agencies” (S. 537) ; and be is sure that i^ilosophy can learn 
from the sciences. “Philosophy ought to imitate the successful sci- 
ences in its methods, so far as to proceed only from tangible premises 
which can be subjected to careful scrutiny, and to trust rather to the 
multitude and variety of its arguments than to the conclusiveness of 
anyone” (5. 265). 

There is, however, “a doctrine which properly antecedes” philo- 
sophical criticism. “It considers, for example, in what sense and 
how there can be any true proposition and false propo.sition, and 
what are the general conditions to which thought or signs of any 
kind must conform in order to assert anything” (2. 206). Peirce 
finds such a doctrine in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason and in Duns 
S'eotus’s Gratmnatica Speculatim. He calls it epistemology (2. 206). 

Nature, Peirce insi.sts, is a “far vaster and less clearly arranged 
repertory of facts than a census report; and if men had not come to 
it with special aptitudes for guessing right, it may well be doubted 
whether in the ten or twenty thousand years that they may have 
existed their greatest mind would have attained the amount of knowl- 
edge which is actually possessed by the lowest idiot” (2. 754). But 
animals as well as man “derive by inheritance (presumably by natural 
selection) two classes of ideas which adapt them to their environ- 
ment.” "They all have from birth some notions, however crude and 
concrete, of force, matter, space, and time”; and they also "have 
some notion of what sort of objects their fellow-beings are, and of 
how they will act on given occasions” (2. 753). Hence, "side by. 
side” w'ith "the well-established proposition that all knowledge is 
based on experience, and that science is only advanced by the experi- 
mental verification of theories, we have to place this other equally 
important truth, that all human knowledge, up to the highest flights 
of science, is but the development of our inborn animal instincts" 
(2. 754). 

To be sure “we live in two worlds, a world of fact and a world of 
fancy.” The world of fancy we call the "internal world” ; the world 
of fact we call the “external world” (1. 321). In this latter world 
"we are masters, each of us, of his own voluntary muscles, and of 
nothing more. But man is sly, and contrives to make this little more 
than he needs. Beyond that, he defends himself from the angles of 
hard (act by dothing himself with a garment of contentment and 
habituation. Were it not for this garment, he would every now and 
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then find his internal world rudely disturbed and his fiats set at 
naught by brutal inroads of ideas from without'* (1. 321). Such 
"forcible modification of our ways of thinking” Peirce calls "the 
influence of the world of fact or experience” (1. 321). That is to 
say, "experience is the determination of belief and cognition gen- 
erally which the course of fife has forced upon a man” (2. 138). 
"Deceive yourself as you may, you have a direct experience of some- 
thing reacting against you. You may suppose that there is some 
substance in which ego and non-ego have alike the roots of tlieir 
being; but that is beside the question. The fact of the reaction re- 
mains. There is the proposition which is so, whatever you may 
opine about it. The essence of truth lies In its resistance to being 
ignored” (2. 139). “What is experience? It is the resultant ideas 
that have Ijcen forcc<l uixtn us” {4. 318). "Three such ideas are the 
three categories” — about which more wit) be said in a later section ; 
"and it will be wise to pitch overlmard promptly tlie metaphysics 
which preaches against them” (4. 318). 

"All knowledge comes to us by observation. A part is forced 
upon us from without and seems to result from Nature’s mind; a part 
comes from the dei>th of the mind as seen from within, which by an 
egotistical anacoluthon we call our mind” (2. 444). In cognition, 
therefore, "there is no thing which is in-itself In the sense of not 
being relative to the mind, though things which are relative to the 
mind doubtless are. apart from that relatlrm” (5. 311). But if the 
mind contributes to cognition (through an '‘infinite series of induc- 
tion and hypotheses”), then it may well be asked, wliat is true and 
what is untrue, what are "cognitions whose objects are real and those 
whose objects are uitreaP’ (3. 311), and what is meant by “real”? 
To these questions Peirce answers that "the real” is “that which, 
sooner or later, information and reasoning would finally result in, 
and which is therefore independent of the vagaries of me and you.” 
The very origin of the conception of reality thus shows that “this 
conception essentially involves the notion of a community, without 
definite limits, and capable of a definite increase of knowledge” 
(5. 311; 5. 354; 2. 654). The real, in other words, consists of cog- 
nitions "which, ut a time sufficiently future, the community will 
always continue to re-affirm.” The unreal, on the other hand, con- 
sists of cognitions' “which, under the same conditions, will ever after 
be denied" (5. 311). But since "a proposition whose folsity can 
never be discovered” contains, upon Peirce’s principle, “absotutely 
no error,” it follows, again upon Peirce’s principle, that “that which 
is thought in these cognitions is the real, as it really is,” and that 
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"there is nothing to prevent our knowing outward things as they 
really are” f5. 311). But it follows also that "since no cognition of 
ours is absolutely determinate, generals [i.e., general terms] must 
have a real existence” ; and altlrough "this scholastic realism is usually 
set down as a belief in metaphysical fictions,” Peirce is convinced 
that a realist in this scholastic sense is "simply one who knows no 
more recondite reality than that which is represented in a true rep- 
resentation” (5. 312). 

There are, Peirce argues, "two grades or constituents of Being: 
the Essence and the Existence”; and each of these terms has “an 
epistemological and metaphysical force” (6, 333). All that which is 
"truly experienced,” i.e., all tliat urhich is neither hallucination nor 
illusion, is, in the epistemological sense, existent (5. 335) ; whereas 
“that mode of being which consists in the resultant genuine dyadic 
relation of a strict individual ^vitlI all the other such individuals of 
the same universe” is existence in tlie metaphysical sense (5. 336). 
On the other hand, essence "in its epistemological force is that intel- 
ligible diaracter wliich truly defines ivliat a general or indefinite . , . 
predicate primarily asserts” (6. 337). The essence of a stove is thus 
that it is intended to diffuse warmth. “The metaphysical essence,” 
by distinction, "is the intelligible element of the possibility of its 
Being, or so much of that as is not a mere consequence of the rest” 
(6. 337). 

All our knowledge, Peirce contends, rests upon observed facts; 
“but it is only when the cognition has become worked up into a 
proposition, or judgment of a fact, that I can exercise any direct 
control over the process.” Observations of fact, therefore, "have to 
be accepted as they occur” (6. 532). Observed facts, however, 
"relate exclusively to the particular circumstances that happened to 
exist when they were observed. They do not relate to any future 
occasions upon which we may be in doubt how we ought to act.” 
Observed facts, therefore, “do not, in themselves, contain any prac- 
tical knowledge” (6. 523). If the facts are to be useful on future 
occasions, we must add to them that which they do not in themselves 
contain. Any such addition "tending to make the facts applicable 
in any way to other circumstances than those under which they 
were observed,” Peirce calls a hypothesis (6. 524). And if the 
hypothesis is to be of any value, it must be testable by experiment 
(6, 526). Every proposition, Peirce believes, which is not "pure 
metaphysical jargon and chatter most have some possible bearing 
u^n practice” (5. 539). 

' But what do we actually encounter in the observed &cts? The 
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knowledge which we are compelled to admit is that kncnvledge which 
is directly forced uiwin us, and which there is no criticizing, because 
it is directly forced upon us (2. 141). Itut a statement such as this 
is by no means as clear as we might wish it to be, for that which is 
directly forced upon us, the percepts of immediate experience, is in 
a constant flux and flow. What an immediate percept is in all pre- 
ciseness “I cannot even tell myself.” "It would be gone, long before 
I could tell myself many items; and those items would be quite 
unlike the jtercepts thein.««lves'' (2. 141). "I am forced to content 
myself not with the fleeting percepts, but with the crude and possibly 
erroneous thoughts, or self-informations, of what the j)ercepts were” 
(2. 141). 

“In place of the percept, which, although not the first impression 
of sense, is a construction with which my will has lurthing to do, 
and may, therefore, pn»ijerly be called the ‘evidence of my senses,’ 
the only thing I carry away wdlh me Is the perceptual facts, or the 
intellect’s description of the evidence of the senses, made by my 
endeavor” (2. 141). “The percepts, could I make sure what they 
were, constitute experience pro])er, that which I am forced to accept” 
(2. 142) ; btit the “perceptual facts” are “a very imperfect report of 
the percepts” (2. 141 ). Nevertheless I cannot go behind that record; 
and as for “going back to the first impressions of sense.” that would 
be “the most chimerical of undertakings” (2. 141). Thus, no matter 
how great my effort to go back to an absolutely secure beginning 
of all knowledge, “the data from which inference sets out and upon 
which all reasoning dejwnds are the perceptual facts, which are the 
intellect’s fallible record of the percepts, or ‘evidence of the senses’ " 
(2. 143; 4. 539). 

It follow '5 from the line of reasoning just git'en that our “per- 
ceptual judgments are the first premisses of all our reasonings” 
(5. 116; 5. 181). "All our other judgments are so many theories 
whose only justification is that they have been and will be borne out 
by perceptual judgments” (S. 116). 

Some writers, Peirce points out, insist that “all experience con- 
sists in sense-perception. But, Peirce argues, what wc actually expe- 
rience — ^the kind of thing to which the word ‘experience’ is more 
particularly applied — ^is an ‘event’ ” ; and “we cannot accurately be 
said tp perceive an event,” .for the experience of an event ‘’requires 
wrhat Kant called the 'synthesis of apprehension’” (1. 335-1. 336). 
“The concept of experience is broader than that of perception, and 
includes much that is not, strictly speaking, an object of perception” 
(1. 336). “It is the compulsion, the absdnte constraint upon us to 
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think otherwise than we liave been thinking, that constitutes experU 
ence”; and since constraint and compulsion cannot exist without 
resistance and resistance is effort op[)osing change, there must be 
"an clement of effort in experience; and it is tliis which gives it its 
peculiar character” (1. 336). 

“Hegel discovert that the universe is everywhere permeated 
with continuous growth” (1. 40). Peirce’s philosophy "resuscitates 
Hegel, though in a strange costume” (1. 42). But if everything is 
"permeated with continuous growth,” then it cannot be otherwise in 
tlie realm of cognition. Since there is "no absolutely first cognition 
of any object," and since "cognition arises by a continuous process,” 
an analysis of knowledge must begin “with a process of cognition” 
and, more specifically, "with that process whose laws are best under- 
stood and most closely follow external facLs” (5. 267). This process, 
according to Peirce, is the process of "valid inference.” It follows 
therefore from Peirce’s thesis that in epistemology we must first of 
all "reduce all mental action to the formula of valid reasoning” 
(5. 267), "If a man is made to believe in the premisses, in the sense 
that he will act from them and will say that they are true, under 
favorable conditions he will also be ready to act from the conclusion 
and to say that that is true. Something, therefore, takes place within 
tlie organism which is equivalent to the syllogistic process” (5. 268) j 
and it is this which constitutes the process of cognition. 

Now the "syllogistic character” of the process of cognition has 
its ultimate ramification in the "relativity of knowledge.” According 
to Peirce "every fact is a relation.” That an object is blue, for ex- 
ample, "consists of the peculiar regular action of that object on 
human eyes” (3. 416). But "not only is every fact really a relation,” 
"your thought of the fact implicitly represents it as such.” "Thus 
when you think ‘this is blue,’ the demonstrative 'this' shows you 
are thinking of something just brought up to your notice; while the 
adjective shows that you recognize a familiar idea as applicable to it. 
Thus your thought, when explicated, develops into the thought of a 
fact concerning this thing and concerning the character of blueness” 
(3. 417). Logic, Peirce argues, ought to include a "general theory 
of relations” (2. 532) capable of dealing with all the rdations en- 
countered in cognition ; and it ought to provide for "falsity” (3. 488) 
and for “vagueness” (5. 506) as well. 

How does Peirce think of truth in the process of cognition? 
Truth, he contends, is “a diaracter which attaches to an abstract 
proposition.” But, and this is a significant ‘but,’ troth "essentially 
depends upon that proposition’s not professing to be exactly true” 
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(5. 563). We hope, Peirce continues, “that in the progress of 
science [the proposition’s] error will indefinitely diminish, just as 
the error of 3. 141 59, the value given for a, will indefinitely diminish 
as the calculation is carried to more and more places of decimals.’' 
“If our hope is vain, if in resiiect to some question — say that of the 
freedom of the will — no matter how long the discussion goes on, 
no matter how scientific our methods may become, there never will 
be a time when we can fully satisfy ourselves cither that the question 
has no meaning, or that one answer or the other explains the facts, 
then in regard to that question there certainly is no truth” (5. 563 j : 
for “truth is that concordance of an abstract statement with the ideal 
limit towards which endless investigation wotdd tend to bring scien- 
tific belief, which concordance the abstract statement may possess 
by virtue of the confession of its inaccuracy and one-sidedness, and 
this confession is an essential ingredient of truth” (5. 565), The 
truth of the proposition that Caesar crossed the Rubicon thus “con- 
sists in the fact that the further we push our archaeological and other 
studies, the more strongly will that conclusion force itself on our 
minds forever — or would do so, if study were to go on forever” 
(5. 565). A false proposition, by contrast, is “a proposition of which 
some interpretant represents that, on an occasion which it indicates, 
a percept will liave a certain character, while the immediate perceptual 
judgment on that occasion is that the percept has not that character” 
(5. 569). Belief in a true proposition “would never lead to such dis- 
appointment so long as the proposition is not understood otherwise 
than it was intended” (5. 569), 

One additional point must be noted. Although, for Peirce, reason 
is “much less vitally important” than instinct, it is “exceedingly 
desirable, not to say indispensable,” lor the “successful march of 
discovery in philosophy and in science generally that practical utili- 
ties, whether low or high, should be pul out of sight by the investi- 
gator" (1. 64). “The point of wcw of utility is always a narrow 
point of view” (1. 641). “The two masters, theory and proctice, 
you cannot serve. That perfect liaiancc of attention which is requi- 
site for observing the system of things is utterly lost if human desires 
intervene, and all the more so the higher and holier those desires 
may be” ( 1. 642). “It is far better to let philosophy follow perfectly 
untrampieled p scientific method, predetermined in advance ^ know- 
ing to what it will lead. If that course be honestly and scrupulously 
carried out, the results reached, even if they be not altogether true, 
even if they be grossly mistaken, can not but be highly serviceable 
for tlie ultimate discovery of truth” (1. 644). 
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3. Logic 

From the discussions in the last few paragraphs of the preceding 
section it is evident, I believe, that Peirce’s profound interest in 
logic was deeply rooted in his epistemology. I-ogic itself had for him 
an “empirical” basis and was grounded in the actual process of cog- 
nition. It had value as “.supplying an art of reasoning,” to be sure; 
but “its greatest value” was “of another and higher kind” (2. 19). 
This is so because, according to Peirce, "the metaphysical concep- 
tions” are “merely adapted from those of formal logic, and therefore 
can only be apprehended in the light of a minutely accurate and 
thoroughgoing system of formal lope” f 1. 625; 1. 301). 

Logic, Peirce explicitly states, is not a branch of psychology. It 
“does rest on certain facts of experience among which are facts 
about men, but not upon any theory about the human mind” (5. 110). 
In a broad and general sense logic is “only another name for 
semiotic, the quasi-necessary, or formal, doctrine of signs” (2. 227). 
It is “quasi-necessary,” or formal in the sense that "we observe the 
characters of such signs as we know, and from such an observation, 
by a process which I will not object to naming Abstraction, we are 
led to statements, eminently fallible, and therefore in one sense by 
no means necessary, as to what must be the character of all signs 
used by a ‘scientific’ intelligence, that is to say, by an intelligence 
capable of learning by experience” (2. 227). The science of semiotic 
itself is an “observational science, like any other positive science, 
notwithstanding its strong contrast to all the special sciences which 
arises from its aiming to find out what must be and not merely what 
is in the actual world” (2. 227). . 

Now “a sign, or represaitamen, is something which stands to 
somebody for something in some respect or capacity” (2. 228), It 
"stands for" an object “in reference to a sort of idea,” which Peirce 
calls “the ground of the representamen” (2. 228). “In consequence 
of every representamen being thus connected with three thin|;s, the 
ground, the object, and the interpretant, the science of semiotic has 
three branches” (2. 228), pure grammar (which has for its task to 
“ascertain what must be true of the representamen used by every 
scientific intelligence in order that they may embody any meaningj’), 
logic proper (“the science of what is quasi-necessarily trhe of the 
reprasentamina of any scientific intelligence in order that they may 
hold for any object, that is, may be true”), and pure rhetoric (whose 
task it is “to ascertain the laws by whi<^ in every scientific intelli- 
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{Tcncc one sign gives birth to another, and esjiccially one thought 
brings forth another”) (2. 229). 

“Every thought is a sign”; and "every sign stands for an object 
indc]K‘ndcnt of itself: but it can only be a sign of that object in so far 
as that object is itself of the nature of a .sign or thought” (1. 538). 
"The sign can only represent the object and tell about it. It cannot 
furnish acc|uaintance with or recognition of that object” (2. 231). 
“If there Ite anything that conveys information and yet has absolutely 
no relation nor reference to anything with which the ijcrsrm to whom 
it conveys the information . . . has tlte slightest acquaintance, direct 
or indirect — and a very strange sort of information that would be — 
the vehicle of that .sort of information is not . . . called a sign” 
(2. 231). 

“Signs arc divisible by three trichotomies; first, according as the 
sign in itself is a mere quality, is an actual existent, or is a general 
law; secondly, according as the relation of the sign to its object con- 
sists in the sign’s tiaving some character in itself, or in some ex- 
istential relation to that Cfbject, or in its relation to an interpretant; 
thirdly, according as its Interpretant represents it as a sign of possi- 
bility or as a sign of fact or a sign of reason" (.2. 243 ). 

According to the first division, a sign is either a gualisignt a 
sinsign, or a legisign (2. 244). A qitalisign is a quality used as 
a sign (2. 244). A sinsign (’sin’ taken as meaning ‘being only once,’ 
as in single) is an actual existent thing or event which is a sign 
(2. 245). A legisign is a law taken as a sign (2. 246). 

According to the second trichotomy, a sign is either an fron, or 
an iudeXf or a symbol (2. 247). “An Icon is a sign which refers to 
the Object that it denotes merely by virtue of characters of its own, 
and which it possesses, just the same, whether any such Object 
actually exists or not” (2. 247 ; 2. 304). “An Index is a sign which 
refers to the Object that it denotes by virtue of being really affected 
by that Object” (2. 248). It “would, at once, lose the character 
which makes it a sign if its object were removed, but would not lose 
that character if there were no interpretant” (2. 304). “A Symbol 
is a sign which refers to the Object that it denotes by virtue of a 
law, usually an association of general ideas, which operates to cause 
the Symbol to be interpreted as referring to that Object” (2. 249). 
The symbol, therefore, would lose its character as a sign “if there 
were no interpretant” (2. 304). 

Aixording to the third trichotomy, a sign may be a rheme, a dicent 
sign, or an argument (2. 250). “A Rheme is a Sign which, for its 
Interpretant, is a Sign of qualitative Possibility” ; it is “understood 
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as representing such and such a kind of possible Object" (2. 250). 
"A Diceut Sign is a Sign, which, for its Interpretant, is a Sign of 
actual existence" (2. 251). It “necessarily involves, as a part of it, 
a Rheme, to de.scribe the fact which it is interpreted as indicating" 
(2. 251). "An Argmmni is a Sign which, for its Interpretant, is a 
Sign of law” ; it is "a Sign which is understood to represent its Object 
in its character as Sign" (2. 252). 

The three trichotomies of signs together result into ten classes of 
signs: (1) aqualisign; (2) an iconic sinsign; (3) a rhematic index- 
ical sinsign; (4) a dicent sinsign; (5) an iconic legisign; (6) a 
rhematic indexical legisign; (7) a dicent indexical legisign; (8) a 
rhematic symbol, or symbolic rheme; (9) a dicent symbol, or ordi- 
nary proposition; (10) an argument (2. 254-2. 263). Various sub- 
divisions also occur. Thus, the argument is itself subject to a trichot- 
omy, which gives rise to deductions, inductions, and abductions 
(2. 266). We shall return to these distinctions in a moment. 

According to Peirce “all propositions are informational symbols" 
(2. 315); and “every kind of proposition is either meaningless or 
has a real S'econdness [i.e., a real fact] as its object" (2. 315). 
Furthermore, "every proposition contains a Subject and a Predicate, 
the former representing (or being) an Index of the Primary Object, 
or Correlate of the relation represented, the latter representing (or 
being) an Icon of the [Dicent Sign] in some respect" (2. 316- 
2. 322). "According to Modality or Mode, a proposition is either 
de inesse ... or modal, A proposition de inesse contemplates only 
the existing state of things — existing, thet is, in the logical universe 
of discourse. A modal proposition takes account of a whole range of 
possibility" and may be either "necessary or impossible,** or "possible 
or cottlingent,’* depending on whether what it asserts is “true or 
false throughout the whole range of possibility" or "true or false 
witliin the range of possibility" (2. 323). "Every proposition is 
either true or false. It is false if any proposition could be legitimately 
deduced from it, without any aid from false propositions, which 
would conflict with a direct perceptual judgment, could such be had. 
A proposition is true, if it is not false. Hence, an entirely meaning- 
less form of proposition, if it be called a proposition at all, is to be 
cjassed along with true propositions” (2. 327).® 

Attention has been called earlier to the "three conceptions of 
reference to a ground, reference to an object, and reference to an 
interpretant.” According to Peirce these three conceptions are 

> Por further details of Pelree’s analyala of proposltlona the reader Is referred to 
i, ssa-s, 390: i- 323-Z, 3Zfi aod S. SIO. 
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“fundamental” to the “science of logic” fl. 359) : for logic, we art 
told, “treats of the reference of symbols in general to their objects’’ 
(1. 539). Thus “in a profiosition, the term which separately indi* 
cates the object of the symbol is termed the stibject, and that which 
indicates the ground is termed the predicate” (1. 559). It follows 
that the objects indicated by the subject term — and they are “always 
potentially a plurality” — ^are “stated by the proposition to be related 
to one another on the ground of the character indicated by the predi'' 
cate” ( 1. 559) ; and that “this relation may l)e either a concurrence 
or an opposition” (1. 559). A proposition is thus “nothing more 
nor less than an argumentation whose prnprtsitinns have had their 
assertiveness removed, just as a term is a proposition whose subjects 
have had their denotative force removed” {2. 356; 1. 559). 

All reasoning, Peirce maintains, “makes a pretension ; and if that 
pretension is true, the reasoning is valid’' (2. 446). Demonstrative 
reasoning thus “pretends to lie such that it is logically Impossible for 
the premisses to lie true vrhile the conclusion is false” (2. 447). In 
other words, “every inference involves the jtidgment that, if such 
propositions as the premisses are true, then a proiKisition related to 
them, as the conclusion is, must be, or is likely to }>e, true” (2. 462). 
“The principle implied in tills judgment, re.speeting a genus of argu- 
ment," Peirce calls “the leading principle of the argument” (2. 462), 
“A valid argument is one whose leading principle is true” ( 2. 463). 
But “in order that an argument should determine the necessary or 
probable truth of its conclusion, both the premisses and leading 
principle must be true” (2. 464). A perfect syllogism is an argu- 
ment “of which no part of the leading principle can be stated as a 
premiss and so eliminated from the leading principle” (2. 576). 

The “leading principle,” more specifically defined, is that hypo- 
thetical proposition, the antecedent of which describes “all possible 
premisses upon w'hich it could operate,” wiiereas the conseeptent 
describes “how the conclusion to which it would lead would be deter- 
minately related to those premisses" (2. 588). "It is not essential 
that the reasoner should have a distinct apprehension of the leading 
principle of the liabit which governs his reasoning,” but he idiould 
be “conscious of proceeding according to a general metliod” which 
is "generally apt to lead to the truth” (2. 589). Aristotle’s state- 
ments' that “Whatever is said of tlie predicate will hold also of the 
subject,” and, "Of whatever the species is- predicated, the genus is 
predicable” (2. 590-2. 591), are examples of "leading principles.” 

However, leading principles are of two classes. A leading prin- 
ciple, whose truth is implied in the premisses of every inference 



i86 PHILOSOPHICAL IDE/\S IN AMERICA [Ch. lo 

which it governs, Peirce calls a logical or, less appropriately, a formal 
leading principle; whereas a leading principle whose truth is not 
implied in the premisses he calls a factual or material leading prin- 
ciple (2. 589; 2. 463). “Every logical principle considered as an 
assertion will be found to be quite empty. The only thing it really 
enunciates is a rule of inference; considered as expressing truth, it is 
nothing” (2, 467). 

The interpretant of an argument, Peirce contends, represents his 
specific argument as “an instance of a general class of Arguments, 
which class on the whole will always tend to the truth” (2. 253 ). 
That is to say, any particular argument "urges” the law of the 
general class; and this "urging” is the "mode of representation 
proper” to arguments (2. 253; 2. 453). 

One more point must be noted before we return to the trichotomy 
previously mentioned in connection with arguments. According to 
Peirce “a syllogism in the first figure argues from a Rule, and the 
subsumption of a Case, to the Result of that rule iu that case” 
(2. 794). "The Rule must be universal; and the Case affirmative. 
And thi subject of the Rule must be tlie predicate of the Case. The 
Result has the quality of the Rule and the quantity of the Case” 
(2. 794). Thus, 

Rule: Any man is mortal, 

Case: Napoleon III is a man; 

Result: Napoleon III is mortal. 

Now an argument, as we have seen earlier, may be deductive, 
inductive, or abductiva "A Deduction is an argument whose Inter- 
pretant represents that it beiongs to a generai class of possible argu- 
ments precisely analogous which are such that in the iong run of 
experience the greater part of those whose premisses are true wiil 
have true conclusions” (2. 267). "Deductions are either Necessary 
or Probable. Necessary Deductions are those which have nothing to 
do with any ratio of frequency, but profess . . . that from true prem- 
isses they must invariably produce true conclusions” (2, 267). 
“Probable Deductions, or more accurately, Deductions of Proba- 
bility, are Deductions whose Interpretants represent them to be con- 
cerned with ratios of frequency. They are either Statistical Deduc- 
tions or Probable Deductions PropeP* (2. 268). "An Indifction is 
a- method of forming Dicent Symiwls concerning a definite question, 
of which method the Interpretant does not represent that from true 
premisses it will yield approximately true results in the majority 
of instances in the long run of experience, but does represent that if 
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this method be persiste<l in, it will in the long nm yield the truth, 
or an indefinite approximation to the tnilli, in regard to every ques* 
tion. An Induction is cither a Pooh-pofjh Argument [i.c,, "a method 
which consists in denying that a general kind of event ever will occur 
on the ground that it never has CKreurred"], or an Bxperimenlal 
Verification of a general Prediction, or an Argument from a Random 
Sample” (2. 269), “An Abduction is a method of forming a general 
prediction without any positive assurance that it will succeed cither 
in the 5])ecial case or usually, its justification toeing that it is the only 
possible hope of regulating our future conduct rationally, and tliat 
Induction from past exiierience ^ves us strong encouragement to 
ho]^ that it will be successful in the future” (2. 270). “This sort 
of inference is called making an hypothesis. It is the inference of a 
case from a rule and a result'’ (2. 623). 

Employing the same propositions, we can illustrate the three types 
of arguments as follows : 


Deduction 

Rule: All the beans from this lag are white. 

Case: These beans are from tlus bag. 

.‘.Result: These beans are white. 

Induction 

Case: These beans are from this bag. 

Result: These beans are white. 

Rule: All the beans from this bag are white. 

Abduction (Hypothesis) 

Ride: All the beans from this bag are white. 

Result: These beans are white. 

«*. Case: These beans arc from this bag. (2. 623) 

“The great difference between induction and hypothesis is, that the 
former infers the existence of phenomena such as we have observed 
in cases which arc similar, while hypothesis supposes something of 
a different kind from what we have directly observed, and frequently 
something which it would be impossible for us to observe directly” 
(2. 640).^'* “Abduction is the process of forming an explanatory 
hypothesis. It is the only logical operation which introduces a new 
idea; for induction does nothing but determine a value, and deduc* 
tion merely evolves the necessary consequences of a pure hypothesis” 
(5. 171). “Deduction proves that something must be; Induction 
shows that something aclually is operative; Abduction merely sug- 


1«Sm iIm 2. 64>'3. 644. 
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gests that something way be’’ (5. 171). "The true guarantee of the 
validity of induction is that it is a method of reaching conclusions 
which, if it be persisted in long enough, will assuredly correct any 
error concerning future experience into which it may temporarily 
lead us” (2. 769 ; 2. 729). Abduction "needs no reason, since it 
merely offers suggestions” (5. 171). "The only kind of reasoning 
which can render our conclusions certain . . . attains this certainty 
by limiting the conclusion ... to facts already expressed and ac- 
cepted in the premisses” (2. 664). It is deductive reasoning based 
upon a logical, or formal, leading principle. 

Since, according to Peirce, logic, in its broad scope, is really a 
semiotic, the problem of meaning is included among its topics. And 
since Peirce's dehnition of meaning is one of the crucial ideas in his 
system, a brief reference must be made to it at this time. 

Peirce, like Royce, defines meaning in terms of purpose. It must 
be noted, however, that Peirce’s definition antedates that given by 
Royce, and that it is fundamentally different.^^ "The idea of «ico»- 
ing” says Peirce, "is sucli as to involve some reference to a purpose' 
(5. 175); "that is meant which is intended or purposed” (5. 165). 
"It seems natural to use the word meaning to denote the intended 
interpretant of a symbol” (5. 175; 5, 475). "But Meaning is at- 
tributed to representamens alone, and the only kind of representamen 
which has a definite professed purpose is an ’argument,’ ” its purpose 
being "to determine an acceptance of its conclusion” (5. 175). It is 
therefore in accord "with general usage to call the conclusion of an 
argument its meaning” (5. 175; 5. 179). If this interpretation is 
accepted, then it can be said that "the meaning of a proposition or 
term is all that [which the] proposition or term could contribute to 
the conclusion of a demonstrative argument” (5. 179). In other 
words "what we call the meaning of a proposition embraces every 
obvious necessary deduction from it” (5. 165). 

From what has just been said it is evident, I believe, that meaning 
always points toward the future; that every "logical interpretant” or 
idea must be "in a relatively future tense” (5. 481). In this reference 
to the future, which is involved in every meaning, is rooted the prag- 
matism of Peirce (5. 136) ; but to this problem we shall return in a 
later section. In the meantime it may be worth noting, however, that 
the pragmatism entailed by Peirce’s interpretation of meaning deter- 
mines also his attitude toward symbolic logic. “The employment of 
algebra in the investigation of logic,” he says, "is open to the danger 

U Peirce bimietf emphciiKS thb difference in his review in The tfothn (IMS, 94- 
96) of Rerce’s chief meUphysical wotk; The WwU tmd Mr /ndioiifHSf. But see 1. 343. 
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of degenerating into idle trifling of too rudimentary a character to be 
of mathematical interest, and t<x) superficial to be of logical interest. 
It is further open to the danger that the rules of the symbcJs employed 
may be mistaken for first principles of logic. An algebra which brings 
along with it hundreds of purely formal theorems of no logical import 
whatever must be admitted, even by the inventor of it, to be extremely 
defective in that respect, however convenient it may be for certain 
purposes” (3. 619). Peirce, furthermore, is convinced that the pur- 
pose of symbolic logic militates against tiiat logic itself; for this pur- 
pose, Peirce holds, “is simply and solely the investigation of the 
theory of logic, and not at ail the construction of a calculus to aid the 
drawing of inferences.” “These two purpr>ses are incompatible, for 
the reason that the system devised for the investigation of logic 
should be as analytical as |X)ssible, breaking up inferences into tlie 
greatest possible number of steps and exhibiting them tinder tlie most 
general categories possible ; while a calculus wottld aim, on the con- 
trary, to reduce the number of processes as much as possible, and to 
specialize the symbols so as to adapt them to special kinds of in- 
ference” (4. 373) . 

P'or Peirce, it seems, philosophical interest in logic is essentially 
an interest in logical theory. “The purpose of reasoning," he main- 
tains, “is to proceed from the recognition of the truth we already 
know to the knowledge of novel truth. This we may do by instinct or 
by a habit of which we are hardly conscious. But the operation is not 
worthy to be called reasoning unless it be deliberate, critical, sclf-con- 
trolled. In such genuine reasoning we are always conscious of pro- 
ceeding according to a general rule which we approve. It may not be 
precisely formulated, but still we do think tliat all reasoning of that 
perhaps rather vaguely characterized kind will be safe. This is a doc- 
trine of logic. We never can really reason without entertaining a 
logical theory” (4. 476). As philosophers, however, “we frame a 
system of expressing propositions — a written language — ^having a 
syntax to which there are absolutely no exceptions. We then .satisfy 
ourselves that whenever a proposition having certain syntactical form 
is true, another proposition definitely related to it — so that the rela- 
tion can be defined in terms of the appearance of the two propositions 
on paper — ^wiil necessarily also be true. We dravr up our code of basic 
rules of such illative transformations, none of these rules being a 
necessary consequence of the others” (4. 481), With his interests in 
logic thus stated, Peirce has taken a position which, in fundamental 
respects, foreshadows contemporary developments in American phi- 
losophy. 
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4. Metaphysics 

Peirce, who was himself profoundly interested in metaphysical 
problems, found that the “deplorably backward” and “immature'’ 
condition of metaphysics “has very greatly hampered the process” of 
the “moral or psychical sciences” and “has been almost as injurious 
to tlie physical sciences” (6. 2), It was his opinion, however, that 
metaphysics is backward, not because of “an intrinsic difficulty” of its 
problems (6. 2) but because “its leading professors have been theo- 
logians” (d 3) ; and he was convinced that “ ‘exact’ logic will prove 
a stepping-stone to ‘exact’ metaphysics” (3. 454). Metaphysics, he 
was sure, “consists in the results of tlie absolute acceptance of logical 
principles not merely as regulatively valid, but as truths of being" 

( 1. 487). “It is to be assumetl," he said, “that the universe has an 
explanation, the function of which, like tliat of every logical explana- 
tion, is to unify its observed variety. It follows that the root of all 
being is One; and so far as different subjects have a common char- 
acter they partake of an identical being” (1. 486). The business of 
metaphysics is, therefore, “to study the most general features of 
reality and real objects” (6. 6) ; and these are revealed in the cate- 
gories. 

The starting point for the kind of metaphysics which Peirce has in 
mind is phenomenology ( 1. 280) — ^the science which simply describes 
the object, as a phenomenon, and states “what it finds in all phe- 
nomena alike” (S. 37; 2. 120). “It simply scrutinizes the direct ap- 
pearances and endeavors to combine minute accuracy with the broad- 
est possible generalization,” but “sedulously avoids” all “h)T>othetical 
explanations” and “religiously abstains from all speculation” 
(1. 287). “What we have to do, as students of phenomenology, is 
simply to open our mental eyes and look well at the phenomena and 
say what are the characteristics that are never wanting in it, whether 
tliat phenomenon be something that otttward experience forces upon 
our attention, or whether it be the wildest dream, or whether it be the 
most abstract and general of the conclusions of science” (5. 41; 
2. 197). In brief it is the business of phenomenology “to draw up a 
catalogue of categories and prove its sufficiency and freedom from re- 
dundancies, to make out the characteristic's of each category, and to 
show the relations of each to the others” (5. 43). 

> . Upon investigation Peirce finds that “among phenomena” there 
are ‘‘three categories of elements” (1, 418). “The first comprises 
the qualities of phenomena, such as red, bitter, tedious, hard, heart- 
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rending, noble,” etc. (1. 418; 1. 424). "Wherever there is a phe- 
nomenon there is a quality” (1. 418). lint “the qualities merge into 
one another. They have no |>crfect identities, hut only likenesses, or 
partial identities” (1, 418). They “are general, are partial determi- 
nations, are mere potentialities” (1. 425). The second category of 
elements “among phenomena” comprises tlic “facts of experience" 
(1. 427). Facts are what “the logicians call the coniifigent" *‘thfr- 
accidentally actual”; they are “force without law or reason, brute 
force” (1. 427). We come to know facts by their “resisting us” 
(1. 431). The resistance shows us that there is something which is 
independent of us (1. 431). However, we may also "learn of a fact 
indirectly,” cither by being told alnut it or by observing "some physi- 
cal effect of it” f 1. 431). The “existence of a fact,” therefore, “con- 
sists in the existence of all its consequences.” “If all the consequences 
of a supposed fact are real facts, that makes the supposed fact to be a 
real one” ( 1. 432).** “The third category of elenrents of phenomena, 
consists of w’hat we call laws when we contemplate them from the out- 
side only, but which when we see both sides of the shield we call 
dioughts” (1. 420). "Thoughts arc neither qualities nor facts’* 
(1. 420). They are general in the twofold sense tliat several persons 
can share them and tliat th^ refer to *’all possible things” ( 1. 420). 
As a law the third category of elements “goes beyond any accom- 
plished facts and determines how facts that may be, but alt of which 
never can have happened, shall be characterized” (1. 420). 

“The metaphysical categories of quality, fact, and law, being 
categories of the matter of phenomena, do not precisely correspond 
with the logical categories of the monad, the dyad, and the polyad or 
higher set, since diese are categories of the forms of ex^xtricnce” 

( 1. 452) rather than of the matter of ex])erience.** The metaphysical 
categories Peirce calls, respectively. Firstness, Secondness, and 
Thirdness ( 1. 300-1. 353). Firstness, as a category, denotes specific 
determination or “suebness,” a "pure nature, or quality, without 
parts or features, and without cmWhiient” (1. 303). The so-called 
“secondary” qualities of sense experience are "as good approxima- 
tions” as can be given (1. 303 ; 1.M8). Secondness, as a metaphysi- 
cal category, denotes an "element of struggle,” a “mutual action be- 
tween two things regardless of any sort of third or medium, and in 
particular regardless of any law of action” (1. 322). The idea of 
opposition, of other, of not, "becomes the very , pivot of thought" 
(1. 324). Secondness is “predominant in the ideas of causation and 

la For twdve ipccific features of facts see I. 434-1, 440. 

10 For an analysis of dyads and triad see 1 . 393 ; 1 . 441*1. 530, 
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of statical force” ; for “cause and effect are two,” and "statical forces 
always occur between pairs” ( 1 . 325). "Constraint is a Secondness” 
( 1 . 325). “In sense and will, there are reactions of Secondness be* 
tween the ego and the non-ego“ (1. 325). “In the idea of reality, 
Secondness is predominant; for the real is that which insists upon 
forcing its way to recognition as something other than the mind’s 
creation” (1. 326). Thirdness, as the last metaphysical category, de- 
notes "the medium or connecting bond between the absolute first and 
last” ( 1. 337). Thus "the thread of life is a third,” and "continuity 
represents Thirdness almost to perfection” (1. 337). In other words 
"every process” comes under the head of Thirdness (1. 337). Mean- 
ing interpreted as purpose is also an “element of Thirdness” (1. 343). 

"Beyond the three elements of Firstness, Secondness, and Third- 
ness, there is notliing else to be found in the phenomenon” ( 1 . 347; 
1. 363; 1. 347; 4. 310). Secondness, however, is "an essential part 
of Thirdness though not of Firstness, and Firstness is an essential 
element of both Secondness and Thirdness.” There is therefore "such 
a thing as the Firstness of Secondness and such a thing as the First- 
ness of Thirdness ; and there is such a thing as the Secondness of 
Thirdness. But there is no Secondness of pure Pirstness and no 
Thirdness of pure Firstness or Secondness” (1. 530). 

Reality, according to Peirce, is “an affair of Thirdness as Third- 
ness, that is, in its mediation between Secondness and Firstness” ; and 
metaphysics endeavors to comprehend this Reality (5. 121). Meta- 
physics, Peirce says, is “the «:ience of Reality. Reality consists in 
regularity. Real regularity is active law. Active law is efficient 
reasonableness, or in other words is truly reasonable reasonableness. 
Reasonable reasonableness is Thirdness as Thirdness” (S. 121). 
Metaphysics, therefore, “treats of Plienomena in their Thirdness” 
(5. 124). 

If we transcend phenomenology and view the categories in their 
ontological significance, they take on new meanings and become the 
"three modes of being” : the mode of “positive qualitative possibility,” 
the mode of “actual fact,” and the mode of “law that will govern facts 
in the future” (1. 23) ; that is to say, they become the “Modes of 
Being,” of “Possibility, Actuality, and Destiny” (4. 549). 

Concerning “possibility” Pdree says that it is “objective" (3. 527 ; 
5. 456), and “real” (5. 4S7 ; S. 527) ; and that it is either “positive” 
or “negative” (2. 347). An “idea that is in no mind” is a “mere po- 
tential being, a hang i» futuro, but is not “utter nothing” ( 1 . 218). 
“Possibility may mean tW something is (1) not actual, or ( 2 ) that, 
while it possesses actual existence, that existence lacks causal or ra- 
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tiuna! necessity'* (6. 365). As op]Htscd to the actual, possibility has 
again a double meaning, “(a) Taken objectively, it may mean some- 
thing as yet tmdevei(>])cd,’' a "latent. ]>fitential Ifcing." "This implies 
capacity for realization ; and, if this capiicity be taken in an active 
sense, connotes some inherent tendency to actuality, which, if not 
thwarted, loads to final completeness of being*’ (0. 365). “(b) 
Taken logically, it denotes that there is some ground for asserting 
actuality, but not .sufficient to Justify a {msitivc .statement : may, as 
distinct from can, be" (6. 365). As t^iposcd to tlic necessary, the 
term possibility has also a double meaning, "(o) It may mean 
chance, contingency, as an objective fact.” But the term "cliance” 
itself has a twofold meaning, (i) it may mean ^’something not de- 
rivable or explainable causally" — in which case "there are many pos- 
sibilitics in store in the future which nr> anmunt of knowledge would 
enable us to foresee or forelcH”; «)r (ii) it may mean “that which, 
while necessary causally, is not necessary teleologically" ; i.c., it may 
mean "the unplanned, the fatalistic" — in which case "tlie ‘possible’ is 
that which unexpectedly prevents the carrying-out of a purpose or in- 
tention" (6. 366). (b) But po.$sibifity, as ofiposed to the necessary, 
may also mean "anything whose existence cannot be derived from 
reason; that, the existence of which, rationaliy speaking, might he 
otherwise." “In this sense the objectively actual may be only (logi- 
cally) possible” (6. 366).“ 

Turning now to the problem of the “actual,” we learn from 
Peirce that "the existing universe, with all its arbitrary secondness, 
is an offshoot from, or an arbitrary determination of, a world of 
ideas, a Platonic world” (6. 192). "The evolutionary process is, 
therefore, not a mere evolution of the exisiitiff universe, but rather a 
process by which the very Platonic forms themselves have become or 
are becoming developed” (6. 194). However, "where there is not 
possibility there cannot be actuality.” “That whidi gives actuality is 
opposition. The fact Hakes place.’ It has its here and now; and into 
that place it must crowd its way” (1. 432). It “crowds nut a place 
for itself in the universe,'^ “reacting by brute force of fact against alt 
other things” ( 1. 21 )‘ The “mode of being” which lies in one thing 
"being over against a second thing,” Peirce calls existence (1. 432; 
1. 21). Existent implies therefore that "each existing thing is in 
dynamical reaction" with every other thing in the universe (1, 329). 

According to the traditional view of the exact natural sciences, 
“the state of things existing at any time, together with certain im- 
mutable laws," “completely determines the state of things at every 

. U For more apectfie itafexnenta concerning '*)ogscai possilnJitieB'* mc 2. 538; 6. 371. 
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otlier tinwr" <0. According to the traditional view, in other 
words, '“every event is prcci>cly detennined by general laws” which 
“'iievt-r can Ik* rtnflen-d prfil).ible by observation, and which, if ad- 
mitted must . . . stand as ?elt-evident" ( 1. 132). This general prin- 
djile of the cmplete «letcr»iiriation of events by iinniutahlc laws is, 
iK-wever, "a nittaphystcal postnlate closely analogous to the postu- 
Jate^ rit geomitry” i i. 132) and may not k- defensible in this simple 
hfrm. It is trtiel I’eircc concedes, that “‘we observe that phenomena 
approach wry closely to satisfying general laws,” but, he insists, we 
h.-ive “not the smallest reason for supitosing that they .satisfy them 
precisely” (1. 132). "We say that every event is determined by 
ranges according lo law"; hut this merely means that “among the 
cmintU<s systems of relatifffldnjj existing among things we have 
fortnd one that is universal and .it the same time is subject to law” 
(1. I ■nifi»rnnty, or determination by law, is thns "really a 

highly exceptional phenomenon” (1. 406). We see “how extremely 
closely" the laws of mecliaiiies “have been verified in some cases," and 
we "'snp{)ose” that “these laws are absolute" and that “the whole tmi- 
verse is a Ixmndless machine working by the blind laws of mechanics” 
(1. 162). Rut the universe, Peirce maintains, is ‘'not a mere me- 
chanical result of the operation of blind law” (1. 162).*® “Uniformi- 
ties in the modes of action of things have come about by their [the 
things'} taking habits” ( 1. 409). The tendency of things to obey laws 
“has always ken and always will k growing" (1. 409) ; and we can 
“look ff>rward to a point in the infinitely distant future when there 
will be n«> indeterminacy or cliancc but a complete reign of law” 
(I. 409). The “tendency toward law" itself constitutes “a regu- 
larity” in the univer.se. And thus it is a fact that “three elements are 
active in the w'orld": chance, law, and habit-taking ( 1. 409). 

In the process of evolution, whidi characterizes the universe, “the 
very first and most fundamental element that we have to assume is a 
Freerlom, or Chance, or .S{>ontaneity, by virtue of which the general 
vague noihing-in-particular-ncss that preceded the chaos took a 
thousand definite qualities" (6. 200). Out of “pure cliance, irregu- 
larity, and indeterminacy," i.c., out of “pure spontaneity or lawless 
originality,” law gradually evolves (1. 407). “When w'C gaze upon 
the muUifariousness of nature we are looking straight into the lace of 
a living spontaneity" (6, 553), and it is evident tliat “there is prob- 
ably in nature some agency by which the complexity and diversity of 
things can be increased,” that in some way the “rule of mechanical 
necessity," w'hich makes all novelty impossible, “meets with inter* 

M For Poitce’o 4etul«e ftncwscnt see Vd. 6, fiooV I, ©1 Tht MltcfeH 
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ference'’ (6> 58) ; for, according to Peirce, no niechant.Mu can account 
for the "most obtrusive character of the universe,’’ the “apjwarancc of 
increasing diversification” (0. 64; 1. 174), 

Discussing the nature and significance of laws, Peirce distin- 
guishes between "dynamical” and "jiositive" laws (1. 348). llic 
laws of dynamics, he contends, “stand on quite a different footing 
from the laws of gravitation, elasticity, electricity, and the like"; for 
“the laws of dynamics are very much like logical principles, if they arc 
not precisely that.” “They only say how fxxlics will move after you 
have said what the forces are. They permit any forces, and therefore 
any motions” (1, 348). The positive laws, on the other hand, de- 
termine specific motions. "Setting dynamical taws to one side ... as 
hardly being positive laws, but rather mere formal principles, we have 
only the laws of gravitation, elasticity, electricity, and chemistry" 

( 1.'348) ; and these positive law's need not necessarily be .ihsolute and 
eternal 348). After all, Peirce jKiints out. “each hereditary char- 
acter is a law,” in the sense of an established uniformity; "but it is 
subject to development and to decay.” "Each habit of an individual 
is a law,” again in the positive sense of an established uniformity; 
"but these laws arc modified so easily by the operation of self-control, 
that it is one of the most patent of facts that ideals and thought gen- 
erally have a very great influence on human conduct’* ( 1. 348). It is 
Peirce’s contention that the observed "uniformities.*’ wliich are the 
positive laws of nature, are "never absolutely exact,” so tliat “the 
variety of the universe is forever increasing” (6. 91). But even the 
“departures” from established uniformities are ‘’subject to a certain 
law of probability” (6. 91). At least Peirce believes that this hy- 
pothesis is the “only possible escape from making the laws of nature, 
monstrous arbitrary elements” (6. 91). He desires to “make the 
laws themselves subject to law,” and he finds that the “law of laws” 
must be a law “capable of developing itself,” i.e., it must be an 
"evolutionary law” (6. 91 ). Peirce therefore “supposes” that “all 
law is the result of evolution,” and he accepts as a consequence of his 
supposition the thesis that “all law is imperfect” (6. 91). His doc- 
trine or principle of “falHbiiism” has here its roots and its ultimate 
ramifications' (U 141). 

The evolution of an orderly universe subject to immutable laws 
starts from a primary "spontaneity” and '“oripnality" but not from 
an absolute chaos; for “the existence of things ransists in their 
regular behavior” (1. 411). ‘Tf an atom had no r^lar attractions 
and repulsions, if its. mass was at one instant nothing, at another a 
ton, at another a negative quantity, if its motion instead of being con- 
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ttnuitii5, consisted in a series of leaps from one place to another with- 
out passing through any intervening places, and if there were no 
definite relations lietween its different positions, velocities and direc- 
tions of displacement, if it were at one time in one place and at an- 
other time in a dozen, such a disjointed plurality of phenomena would 
not make up any CNisting thing’’ { 1. 41 1 ). Howe\'er, “not only sub- 
stances, but events, too, are constituted by regularities” (1. 411). 
“The original chaos, therefore, where there was no regularity, was in 
effect a state of mere indeterminacy, in which nothing existed or 
really liappcned” (1. 411). 

The “regularities” which things and events possess, Peirce calls 
habifs (1. 413; 1. 414). Each “bundle of habits” he calls a “sub- 
stance” or “thing” (1, 414). Habits, as here understood, consist in 
the “permanence of some relation” among things (1. 415), in the 
“passing from certain slates to certain others, and of not passing from 
certain states to certain others” (1. 413). Substances “carry their 
habits with them” ( 1. 416) and, as a consequence, “there must have 
arisen conflicts between the habits” of different things — conflicts, 
which “would never have ceased” until the respective habits “were 
brought into conformity” and until certain “uniformities” of Itabits 
were established f 1. 416). And the uniformities thus established are 
the “laws of nature” in the positive sense (1. 415). That is to say, 
the term “habit,” as Peirce uses it, denotes “such a specialization, 
original or acquired, of the nature of a man, or an animal, or a vine, 
or a crystallizable chemical substance, or anything else, that he or it 
will behave, or always tend to behave, in a way describable in general 
tcftns upon every occasion (or upon a considerable proportion of the 
occasions) that may present itself of a generally describable char- 
acter” (5. 538). 

If the uniformities in nature are thus habits aerjuired by the 
things, then it is not astonishing to discover that these uniformities 
are only “approximately determined by law” (1. 409) ; that in the 
past this "ap[)roximation was less perfect” ( 1, 409) ; and that “in the 
future it will be more perfect” (1. 409) ; that “the tendency to obey 
laws has always been and always will be growing” (1. 409). This 
tendency itself, Peirce maintains, “constitutes a regularity, and is con- 
tinually on the increase" (1. 409). "It is a generalizing tendency; it 
causes actions in the future to follow some generalization of past ac- 
tiorw ; and this tendency is itself something capable of similar general- 
izations; and thus, it is self-generative. We have therefore only to 
suppose the smallest spoor of it in the past, and that germ would have 
been found to develop into a mighty and over-ruling principle, until 
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it su{)ersedcs itself by streiigthenin|r habits into absfilutc taws regulat- 
ing the action of ail things in every res])ect in the indefinite future" 
( 1. 409). As Peirce sees it, "it is clear that nothing but a principle of 
habit, itself due to the growth by habit of an infinitesimal chance 
tendency toward habit-taking, is the only bridge that can span the 
chasm between the chance-medley of chaos and the cosmos of order 
and law" (6.262). 


5. Ethics 

Ethics, according to Peirce, is "die philosophy of aims” (4> 240). 
"the study of what ends of action we are delilierately prepare^I to 
adopt” (5. 130; 2. 198); and "pure ethics,” as distinguished from 
practical ethics or morality, consists "in the j^adual development of a 
distinct recognition of a satisfactory aim” (4. 243). 

Although Peirce recognizes three distinct groups of motives — (i) 
motives which serve subjective feelings of the individual, (ii) mo- 
tives which serve the objective purposes of society, and (iii) motives 
which serve the rationalization of the universe (1. 390) — he main- 
tains that "the ultimate good lies in the evolutionary process” itself 
(5. 4). To the extent to which his contention is correct, the ultimate 
good lies, "not in individual reactions in their segregation, but in 
something general or continuous” (5. 4; 5. 433) ; and the criterion 
of the stmtMum bonum is not mere utility ( 1. 641). 

All voluntary actions are aimed at a goal. But once an action has 
been performed, the performance itself may be subjected to various 
criticisms. If the aim itself is accepted or approved, the action |wr- 
formed in its realization may still be appraisal relative of the original 
resolution (1, 596) ; or it may be evaluated in terras of its harmony 
or disharmony with more general intentions (1. 597) ; or, finally. It 
may be judged in the light of "niy ideals of conduct” ( 1. 598). If in 
any or all these evaluations the resulting judgmnt is favorable, it is 
experienced as pleasurable; if it is unfavorable, it is felt as displeasure. 
Criticism of this kind, Peirce believes, is “the only resjwctable kind” 
and "will bear fruit in the future.” "Whether the man is satisfied 
with himself or dissatisfied, his nature will absorb the leswn like a 
sponge ; and the next time he will tend to do better than he did before” 
(1.598). 

However, *‘in addition to these three self-criticisms of single series 
of actions, a roan will from time to time reriew his tdadr. This 
process is not a job that a man sits down to do and has done with. 
The experience of life is continually contributing instances more or 
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less illimiiiiative. These are <Hgcsted first, not in the man’s conscious- 
ness. hut in the (Icjiths of his rca-onablc being. The results come to 
rnn>ci(iii?nc*s later. Hut meditation secni.s to agitate a mass of tend- 
encies and allmv them more quickly to settle down so as to be really 
more conformed to what is fit for the man” (1, 599). It is true, 
therefore, in a general sense, that ’’we base our conduct on facts 
already known” (5. 460) ; but it is equally true that "future facts are 
the only facts that wc can, in a mea-sure, control” (5. 461 ). “Accord- 
ing to I'ragniatisni," therefore, “the conclusion of a reasoning power 
must refer to the future” (5. 401) ; .and the review’ of our ideals must 
likewise refer to the future. 

Kut if the jinuftnoM boHum is thus projected Into the fnturC) the 
question may Ite asked. What is the chief end of man? And to this 
question Feircc replies that the “chief aim” is "to actualize ideas of 
the iiiiiuortai, ccaseles'tly prolific type” (2. 763). “We are all putting 
our shoulders to the wheel for an end that none of us can catch more 
titan a glimpse at — that which the generations are working out. But 
we can sec that the development of embodied ideas is what it will con- 
sist in” { 5. 402 n. 2). Our hope for success in the realization of this 
goal lies solely in the fact that the process in question is a cooperative 
enterprise, involving countless millions of individuals and extending 
through an infinite time; it lies in “a conceived identification of one’s 
[personal] interests with those of an unlimited community” (2. 654). 
“The individual man, since his separate existence is manifested only 
by ignorance and error, so far as he is anything apart from his fel- 
lows, and from what he and they arc to be, is only a negation” 
(5. 317). “There are those who believe in their own existence.' be- 
cause its opposite is inconceivable; yet the most balsamic of all the 
sweets of sweet philosophy is the lesson that personal existence is an 
illusion and a practical joke. Those that have loved themselves hnd 
not their neighbors will find themselves April fools when the great 
April opens the truth that neither selves nor neighborselves were any- 
thing more than vicinities ; while the love they would not entertain 
was the essence of every scent” (4. 68). “The very first command 
that is laid upon you, your quite highest business and duty, becomes 
... to recognize a higher business tl>an your business, ... a 
generalized conception of duty which completes your personality 
. by melting it into the neighboring parts of the universal cosmos” 
(1.673) » 


It The reader it to compare Pdree'j idea of an *'nn|{m|ted eoniintfnity*' with 
Rorce*# ceneeptica of the *^beIoved community/' 
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6. Pragmatism 

Peirce regarded pragmatism — his “own offspring” — not as “a 
IVeltanschauimg" or “doctrine of metaphysics,” but as “a metluxl of 
reflexion having for its purpose to render ideas clear” ( S. I.*! n. 1 : 
5. d64; 5. 6). As such a method, however, pragmatism, in Peirce’s 
opinon, is “a wonderfully efficient instrument” which Peirce him- 
self has found to be “of signal service in every branch of science” and 
which he regards as having certain ad\‘antages alsr^ “in the conduct of 
life” (5. 14). 

All pragmatists, Peirce believes, will agree that “their mctluKl of 
ascertaining the meanings of words and concqris is no other lliaii that 
experimental method by which all the successful sciences . . . have 
reached the degrees of certainty that are severally proper to them 
today” (5. 465). It is but “a particular application of an older logical 
rule, ‘By their fruits ye shall toiow them’ ” ( 5, 465 ). 

As a method of inquiry, pragmatism is but “a theory of logical 
analysis, or true definition.” “Its merits are greatest in its application 
to the highest metaphysical conceptions” (6. 490). Its function as 
such a method is twofold. First, “it ought ... to give us an expedi- 
tious riddance of all ideas essentially unclear” ; and second, “it ought 
to lend support, and help to render distinct, ideas essentially clear, but 
more or less difficult of apprehension” (5. 206). Pr^matisni accom- 
plishes all this, according to Peirce, not by telling us “in what the 
meanings of all signs consist,” but by laying down “a method of de- 
termining the meanings of intellectual concepts” ( 5. 8) — of signs, 
that is, “upon the structure of which arguments concerning objective 
fact may hinge” (S. 467). The reference to “objective fact” is here 
all-important; for, according to Peirce, pragmatism has “nothing to 
do with qualities of feeling” or with names — such as “red and blue” — 
which designate "mere subjective feelings only” (5. 467). 

^ The principle upon which pragmatism depends Peirce has formu- 
lated in various ways, shifting the emphasis slightly in ^cli case. 
Thus he says; (1) “Consider what effects, that might conceivably 
h^ve practical barings, we conceive the object of our conception to 
have. Then, our conception of ffiese effects is die whole of our con- 
ception of the object” (5. 2). Aud, with a slight shift in emphasis: 
(2) “fn order to ascertain meaning of an inteilectiial conception 
one should consider what practical consequences might conceivably 
result by necessity from the truth of that conception; and the sum of 
these consequences will constitute the entire meaning of the concep- 
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tion” (S. 9; 5. IS; S. 467). Or, with a still different shift: (3) "The 
entire intellectual purport of any symbol consists in the total of all 
general modes of rational conduct whiclx conditionally upon all the 
possible different circumstances and desires, would ensue upon the 
acceptance of the symbol" (S. 438). Or, finally: (4) "The rational 
purport of a word or other expression lies exclusively in its conceiv- 
able bearing upon the conduct of life; so that, since obviously nothing 
tliat might not result from experiment can have any direct bearing 
upon conduct, if one can define accurately all the conceivable experi- 
mental phenomena which the affirmation or denial of a concept could 
imply, one will have therein a complete definition of the concept, and 
there is absolutely nothing more to it" (S. 412). 

Despite the care with which these statements of the basic principle 
of pragmatism have obviously been formulated, they are not as clear 
and unambiguous as might be expected. Buchler, for example, "ex- 
tracts’* from Peirce "a statement of pragmatism the language of 
which is modern and invites comparison with current discussion 
along similar lines,” and also "a different kind of statement of prag- 
matism, less clear, motivated by the strong influence on Peirce of 
classical philosophic tradition as well as by his preoccupation with the 
mushroom pragmatism that sprang up in the neighborhood of 
1900.”” But be that as it may, a clear conception of the essentials of 
Peirce’s pragmatism can be obtained only when we consider in some ' 
detail the application of the basic principle and the use Peirce himsdf 
makes of it in a concrete situation. 

Let us consider, first, Peirce’s interpretation of the meaning of the 
term "lithium .” He says "if you search among minerals that are 
vitreou^nSaniJucent, grey or white, very hard, brittle, and insoluble, 
for one which imparts a crimson tinge to an unluminous flame, this 
mineral being triturated with lime or witlierite rats-bane, and theft 
fused, can be partly dissolved in muriatic acid; and if this solution be 
evaporated, and the residue be extracted witli sulphuric acid, and duly 
purified, it can be converted by ordinary methods into chloride, which 
being obtained in the solid state, fused, and electrolyzed with a half 
dozen powerful cells, will yield a globule of a pinkish silvery ihetal 
that will float on gasolene; and the material of that is a specimen of 
lithium” (2. 330). The whole process of e?tperimentation, so Pelrcfe 
contends, "tells you what the word lithium denotes by prescribing, 
what you are to do in order to gain a perceptual acquaintance with 
the object of the word" (2. 330). The "perceptual acnuaintance" is 
here evid ently taken as the key to our unWanaiHg^TmS^ 

17 Buchler, J., Chaths Peirce's Bmpiricism, 113, 



aoi 


Ch.io] THE PRAGMATISM OP PEIRCE 

But let us examine a second example. What, for instance, do we 
mean by “calling a thing According to Peirce we “evidently” 
mean that the tiling “will not be scratched by many other substances” 
(5. 403). “The whole conception of this quality, as of every other, 
lies in its conceived effects. There is absolutely no difference between 
a hard and a soft thing so long as they are not brought to the test” 
(S. 403), That is to say, the pragmatic criterion of meaning implies 
that to predicate any term of some object “is equivalent to declaring 
that a certain operation, ... if performed upon that object, would . . . 
be followed by a result of a dehnite general description” (S. 483), 

But let us suppose now “that a diamond could be crystallized in 
the midst of a cushion of soft cotton, and should remain there until 
it was finally burned up. Would it be false to say that that diamond 
was soft?” (S. 403). The answer to this question depends on a clear 
understanding of the basic “maxim of pragmatism” (5. 453); but 
Peirce himself has wavered in its application in this case. At first he 
argued that notliing prevents us from saying that “all hard bodies re- 
main perfectly soft until they are touched, when their hardness in- 
creases with the pressure until they are scratched” ; and he felt sure 
that “there would be no falsity in sucli modes of speech.” Such modes 
of speech “would involve a modification of our present usage” with 
regard to the words hard and soft, but not of their meaning ; “for 
they represent no fact to be different from what it is” (5, 403). 
Upon reflection Peirce realized, however, that to argue in the manner 
just outlined meant to become the victim of certain confusions. As 
he now saw, the question pertaining to the qualities of the diamond 
is, “not what did happen, but whether it would have been well to 
engage in any line of conduct whose successful Issue depended upon 
whether that diamond would resist an attempt to scratch it, or 
whether all other logical means of determining how it ought to be 
classed would lead to the conclusion which . . , would be 'the belief 
which alone could be the result of investigation carried sufficiently 
far"’ as. 453). 

Was that diamond really hard? “It is certain that no discernible 
actual fact determined it to be so. But is its hardness, nevertheless, a 
real fact?” “Remember that this diamond’s condition is not an 
isolated fact. There is no sudi thing” as an isolated fact. “An iso- 
lated fact could hardly be real.’* The diamond “is an unsevered, 
though presciss [sic] part of the unitary fact of nature.” “Being a 
diamond, it was a mass of pure carbon, in the form of a more or less 
transparent crystal; . , . which, if not trimmed after one of the 
fasliions in which diamonds may be trimmed, took the shape of an 



203 


PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch. lo 

octahedron, apparently regular . . . , with grooved edges, and probably 
with some curved faces. Without being subjected to any considerable 
pressure, it could be found to be insoluble, very highly refractive, 
showing under radium rays ... a peculiar bluish phosphorescence, 
having as high a specific gravity as realgar or orpiment, and giving 
off during its combustion less heat than any other form of carbon 
would have done. From some of tliese properties hardness is believed 
to be inseparable. For like it they bespeak the high polymerization of 
the molecule. But however tliis may be, how can the hardness of all 
other diamonds fail to bespeak some real relation among the 
diamonds without which a piece of carbon would not be a diamond? 
Is it not a monstrous perversion of the word and concept real to say 
that the accident of the non-arrival of the corundum prevented tlie 
hardness of the diamond from having the reality which it otlierwise, 
with little doubt, would have had?” (5. 458). Peirce’s scliolastic 
realism thus counteracts his earlier subjectivistic interpretations, and 
the “percept” gives way to synthetic propositions as the ultimate 
basis of meaning. According to Peirce, tlie “ultimate intellectual pur- 
port” of a concept “consists in conceived conditional resolutions, or 
their substance; and therefore, the conditional propositions, with 
their hypothetical antecedents, in which such resolutions consist, 
being of the ultimate nature of meaning, must be capable of being 
true” — ^and true, independently of being thought to be so in any par- 
ticular judgment (5. 453). In brief, tlie conditional statement which 
defines the meaning of any proposition is “the general description of 
all the experimental phenomena which the assertion of the proposition 
virtually predicts” (S. 427). 

The advantage derived from pragmatism in this sense is, accord- 
ing to Peirce, that “it will serve to show that almost every proposi- 
tion of ontological metaphysics is either meaningless gibberish — one 
word being defined by other words, and they by still others, witliout 
any real conception ever being reached — or else is downright absurd ; 
so that all such rubbish being swept away, what will remain of philos- 
ophy will be a series of problems enable of investigation by the ob- 
servational methods of the true sciences — tlie truth about which can 
be reached without those interminable misunderstandings and dis- 
putes which have made the highest of the positive sciences a mere 
amusement for idle intellects” (S. 423). 

Nevertheless what distinguishes pragmatism, as Peirce defines it, 
from all “prope-positivism” is, first, "its retention of a purified phi- 
losophy ; secondly, its full acceptance of the main body of our instinc- 
tive beliefs; and thirdly, its strenuous insistence upon the truth of 
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scholastic realism.” “Instead of merely jeering at metaphysics,” “the 
pragmatist extracts from it a precious essence, which will serve to 
give life and light to cosmology and physics,” “At the same time, the 
moral applications of the doctrine are positive and potent” (S. 423). 


Only little need be said at this time about Peirce’s influence upon 
his contemporaries, for that influence was practically nonexistent. 
Reasons for this failure to leave an impression upon the thinking of 
his time are not difficult to find. They are partly grounded in the per- 
sonality of Peirce and in the fragmentariness of his published works. 
Peirce never occupied for any length of time a teadiing position of 
importance, nor did he ever present his system as a whole in a sys- 
tematic and coherent manner. Moreover, he was occupied chiefly 
with narrowly technical problems of logic and methodology at a time 
when the great system builders — ^notably Fiske, Bowne, Royce, and 
James — ^were holding the public’s interest with their often obscure 
but always impressive and sweeping arguments. He wrote for spe- 
cialists in an age when broad integrations found public acclaim. Even 
men who read his papers or discussed problems of philosophy with 
him but did not share his interest in mathematics and the methodology 
of the sciences — ^men like Royce and James, for example — ^misunder- 
stood his position or gave to his views a twist which completely dis- 
torted their meaning.^** As hr as James is concerned, we shall return 
to this point in the next diapter. 

vThe recent “discovery” of Pmrce by logical positivists and em- 
piricists requires special treatment in the proper context. It is by no 
means an influence which Peirce exerted upon his contemporaries, 
and can be best understood as a “reading into” Peirce rather than 
"out of’ him views whidi were derived from entirely different 
sources. 

' U Cf, Feiblemait, op, cit,i 3-31, 

M Ibid., 464-487. 



Chapter 11 

THE PRAGMATIC PLURALISM OF 
WILLIAM JAMES 

1. Introduction 

The controversy over evolution, referred to in an earlier chapter, 
was not the only contention which agitated the religious thinkers in 
the United Slates during the last decades of tlie nineteenth century. 
"Higher criticism" and an awakening interest in comparative religion 
also contributed to the general unrest and to tlie complexity of the 
theological problems. 

Popular interest in the authority of the Bible was first aroused by 
the publication in 1881 and 1885 of the Revised Version. The mere 
fact that a new translation of the Scriptures was presented to the 
public raised anew the question of infallibility and gave to that ques- 
tion an emphasis which it had not possessed for centuries. In addi- 
tion, the new science of textual criticism was brought to America 
from Germany in the 1880’s, and at once a controversy was on over 
the "nature of Biblical inspiration" — a controversy which culminated 
in the "heresy trial" of Charles Augustus Briggs. Briggs represented 
the new views on the Scriptures; but his temper was "conservative in 
a very high degree." Although be showed "fearless loyalty to fact," 
he never adopted the radicalism of the German scholars.^ Still, so 
"shocking” were his views that he was publicly charged with, and 
tried for, heresy. 

The new ideas deeply affected the thinking of all who came in 
touch with them — and the number of such persons was legion. The 
reason for this widespread influence was the fact that the controversy 
over the new ideas was carried on in a number of popular and semi- 
popular magazines, and that it reverberated even "in certain notable 
works of fiction," Margaret Detand's novel, John JP'ard, Preacher, a 
best seller in 1888, was "a profound outcry against the intolerance of 


I Cf. Brigs*, Ch. A., The Bible, Chiurck and HeasoH, For a statement of the iaaues 
Involred eeeeleo Svetu, L. J., BibHetd Sckelankip and InsHratian, 
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the creeds” ; and Harold Frederic’s widely read book. The Danma- 
Hoit of Theron Ware, dealt with the same theme. Robert G, Inger- 
soll, the "notorious infidel,” made the most of the issue. And al> 
tlioug^ he was hardly an ageist, as commonly assumed,^ he was yet 
a relentless foe of established orthodoxy and illiberalism. 

Add to all this a growing interest in comparative religion — 
fostered through foreign missionary work and the frank discussions 
by such men as William Clarke, George W. Knox, and Robert Hume 
— and you realize that the religious problems confronting the tiieo- 
logians of tlie time were formidable and far-reaching indeed. New 
standards and measuring rods were applied to all interpretations of 
Christianity and to the very essence of that religion itself. It is not 
astonishing, therefore, that the religious issues of the day should have 
stirred the minds of America's foremost thinkers and ^ould have 
determined to a large extent the orientation and central theme of their 
respective philoso^ies. Whether we study the works of Bowne, 
Howison, Fiske, or Royce, the evidence is the same. A profound 
religious interest — quite in line with the great issues of their time — 
animates them all. In this sense at least they represent their age and 
culture — ^the age and culture of America during the closing decades of 
the nineteenth century. In the philosophy of William James this re- 
ligious interest appears in pragmatistic garb. James's much-read 
work, The Varieties of Religious Experietice, reflects at least in part 
the new manner of looking at religion itself. 

James’s philosophy, however, taken as a whole, derives life and 
vigor also from other basic interests. His pragmatism in particular 
was deeply if unconsciously entangled with the whole spirit of the age. 
James’s repudiation of a “Mock universe,” his insistence that "follow- 
ing the good path” is of interest and significance only if "evil is also 
possible and natural, nay, threatening and imminent,” his belief that 
only the future is decisive — is not ali this but the spirit of the pioneer 
raised to the level of philosophical dialectics? As Mumford puts It: 
“James's thought was permeated with the smell of the Gilded Age: 
one feels in it the compromises, the evasions, the desire for a com- 
fortable resting place. Getting on was certainly never in James’s 
mind, and cash values did not engross his passing attention even; but 
given his milieu, they were what his words reenforced in the habits of 
the people who gave themselves over to his philosophy.^’” 

AIngeraoll was fundamentally an agnostic. Re specifically says: "I do not det)y, 
1 do not know — but 1 do not bdievCi'* 

B Mumford, L., The Golden Doy: A Sindy in American Experience and CuUare, 192. 
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2. Religious Experience 

In 1890 James published his Principles of Psychology, Through 
this book he became at once the acknowledged leader in the field of 
functional psychology. His selection to deliver the Gifford Lectures 
in 1901-1902 proved to be a great stimulus to his philosophical in- 
terests and focused world attention upon his heterodox views in 
epistemology and metaphysics. Henceforth he was known primarily 
as a philosopher rather than a psychologist; and in presrating his 
doctrine we shall limit ourselves to the publications of this "philo- 
sophical” period.^ 

In his Gifford Lectures, which dealt with the “varieties of religious 
experience,” James discusses at great length and in the light of over- 
whelming factual evidence “tlxe religion of healthy-mindedness,” “the 
sick soul,” “the divided self,” “conversion,” “saintliness” and its value, 
"mysticism,” and “philosophy”; and he reaches conclusions which, 
in a summary form, contain the essence of his philosophical doctrine. 

For James, religi on means "the feelings, acts, and experien«s of 
individual men in ffieir sofitude, so far as they apprehend ^emselves 
"to stand in relation to whatever they may consider jthg. divine” (A, 
‘3T32X.*" Since the relation lih question may be “either moral, physi- 
cal, or ritual,” religion in the sense defined may give rise to “theol- 
ogies, philosophies, and ecclesiastical organizations.” But all such 
developments are derivative and therefore secondary, The heart and 
^ul of religion remains the personal and individual feeling of abso- 
lute dependence on the universe (A, 51) ; and the value of religion 
lies in this, that it “makes ^sy and felicitous what in any case is 
necessary” (A, 51). It eases the hardships of life and ntakes sacri-> 
fices and surrender endurable. Religion, therefore, becomes “an 
essential organ of our life, performing a function which no other por- 
tion of our nature can so successfully fulfill” (A, 51). In its us^ul- 
ness for everyday living it finds , its ultimate justification. 

4 The summary of Jameses philosophy here presented ts based upoP the following 
bookSj all by William James: (A) Th<^ of Religious Bxperieiice (because of 

the r^y access to the Modem Library edition, all references given are to the edition 
of 1936); (B1 The Will to Believe; (C) Rragmalism; (D) The Meaning of Truth; 
(E) A Pluralisfie Universe; and (F) Essays in Radical Bmp\ricisif\n The reader, is also 
referred to the Modelrh Library' selections from William James's writings, The Philos- 
ophy of Williain Jentes^ edited by Horace M. Kallen; to The Letters of Wiltiam James, 
edited by his son, Henry James ■ and to Ralph Barton Perry's monumental work, The 
Thought and Character of Wiltiam Jamest 

Quotations from by permission of Longmans, Green & Co., Inc. ; all other 
quotadons by permiasion, of Paul R, Reynolds ^ Son, publishers. 

0 In all references which followt the initial letti^ identihes the title. of the book as 
given in the last preceding footnote ; the numbers identify the page. 
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Examining the multifarious forms which religious experience may 
take, James finds that at least three elements are present in all re> 
Itgions: (1) The belief “that the visible world is part of a more 
spiritual universe from which it draws its chief significance" ; (2) the 
belief “that union or harmonious relation with that higher tmiverse 
is our true end" ; and (3) the conviction “that prayer or inner com- 
munion with the spirit” of the universe — ^be that spirit “God” or 
“law” — “is a process wherein work is really done, and spiritual 
energy flows in and produces effects, psychological or material, 
within the phenomenal world” (A, 475). Religion also adds “a new 
zest” to life (A, 475), It gives to the believer “an assurance of 
safety,” “a temper of peace,” and “a preponderance of loving affec- 
tions” in his relation to others (A, 476). 

But, as we have seen, rdiglon is for James a personal matter. It 
Is an individual’s specific adjustment to the universe; and we have no 
right to assume that in ali men “the mixture of religion with other 
elements” is the same, or that the lives of all men “show identical re- 
ligious elements” (A, 476-477). “No two of us have identical dif- 
ficulties, nor should we be expected to work out identical solutions. 
Each, from his peculiar angle of observation, takes in a certain sphere 
of fact and trouble, which each must deal with in a unique manner” 
(A, 477). It follows from this experiential individualism that the 
“divine” cannot be a single quality but must be a “group of qualities” 
— each quality providing an object of worship for different and dif- 
ferently constituted men. “A 'god of battles’ must be allowed to be 
the god for one kind of person, a god of peace and heaven and home, 
the god for another.” “If we are peevish and jealous, destruction of 
the self must be an element of our religion.” But why should it be one 
if we are good and sympathetic to begin with ? “If we are sick souls, 
we require a religion of deliverance.” But when we are “healthy- 
minded,” the need of salvation is not so great. The nature and quality 
of our religion depends thus on the type of person we are (A, 477), 
And the pivot round which the religious life revolves is “the interest 
of ttie individual in his private personal destiny” (A, 480). This is 
'ffaein die ease' of “intellectually disciplined” men no less than in the 
case of “crude savagfes” (A, 481). 

If an individual regards, his deeds as wrong and if he condemns 
them, he-has to .that extwt risen above those deeds and is in, “at least 
possible touch with something higher, if anything higher exists”- (A, 
498) . There is within him, “along with the wrong part,” something. 
“better” ; and with this better part of himself the individual may now 
identify himself. That is, he may see in this “better part” his real and 
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true being. And thus he may come to look upon this better or higher 
part of himself as “conterminous and continuous with a more of the 
same quality, whicli is operative in the universe outside of him, a 
“more” with whicli he can keep in ‘‘working touch ‘ or to which he 
can cleave "when all his lower being has gone to pieces in the wreck" 
(A, 499) . The question is, "Is such a ‘more’ merely our own notion, 
or does it really exist?" If it exists, “Does it act, as well as exist?” 
And "in what form should we conceive of that ‘union’ with it of 
which religious geniuses are so convinced ?” (A, 500) . 

To these questions the tlieologians give their specific answers. 
They all agree that the “more” really exists, although they differ 
widely in their conceptions of its true nature. Some conceive it “in 
die shape of a personal god or gods,” whereas others think of it as "a 
stream of ideal tendency embedded in the eternal structure of the 
world" (A, SOO). The theologians also agree in maintaining that the 
“more” acts as well as exists, and that “something really is effected 
for the better when you throw your life into its hands’’ (A, 500). 

On the third question, however, no such uniformity of opinion pre- 
vails. The "union” of the individual widi the "more" is conceived in 
a bewildering variety of ways. “Over this point pantheism and 
theism, nature and second birth, works and grace and karma, immor- 
tality and reincarnation, rationalism and mysticism, carry on in- 
veterate disputes" (A, 500). 

Imbued with the spirit of comparative religion, James cannot rest 
satisfied with the answers given by "Christian theology”; for "that 
would be unfair to other religions” and would constitute an “over- 
belief” ( A, 501 ) . Philosophy must be broader than any given theology. 
James, therefore, proposes "as an hypothesis” that “whatever it may 
be on its farther side, the ‘more’ with which in religious experience 
we feel ourselves connected is on its hither side the subconscious con- 
tinuation of our conscious life" (A, 503). Through our unconscious 
we are in direct contact and in "union" with the "more” of the uni- 
verse — "continuous with a wider self through which saving ex- 
periences come." And this fact, James believes, gives “a positive con- 
tent" to religious experience (A, 505). 

The "further limits of our being" reach out into an "altogether 
other dimension of existence from the sensible and merely ‘under- 
standable’ world" (A, 506). We may call it the mystic or super- 
natural region; but regardless of the name we apply to it,- it is the 
region from which most of our “ideal impulses” originate. And 
in so far as this is true, “we belong to it in a more intimate sense 
than that in which we belong to the visible world; for we belong 
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in the most intimate sense wherever our ideals belong" (A, 506). 

This “unseen region” with which we are ultimately at one is not 
"merely ideal.” It is real, for it "produces effects in this world." 
“When we commune with it, work is actually done upon our finite 
personality, for we are turned into new men, and consequences in the 
way of conduct follow in the natural world upon our regenerative 
change” (A, 506). If now we call this “higher part of the universe” 
by the traditional name of God, then God is real and “we and God 
have business with each other ; and in opening ourselves to his in- 
fluence our deepest destiny is fulfilled” (A, 507). 

The contention that tliis God is also the “absolute world-ruler” is, 
of course, “a very considerable over-belief” ; but almost everyone ac- 
cepts it. Most of us regard it as in some way derived from our philos- 
ophy. In reality, however, it is our philosophy that is “propped upon 
this faith” — ^which is another way of saying that “religion, in her 
fullest exercise of function, is not a mere illumination of facts already 
elsewhere given, not a mere passion, like love, which views things in 
a rosier light.” It is all this, to be sure. “But it is something more, 
namely a postulator of new facts/’ “The world interpreted religiously 
is not the materialistic world over again, with an altered expression; 
it must liave, over and above the altered expression, a natural consti- 
tution different at some point from that which a materialistic world 
would have. It must be such that different events can be expected in 
it, different conduct must be required” (A, 508). 

In the “faith-state” and Ae “pra 3 rer-state,” James contends, 
energy actually flows into our lives; but what the future characteris- 
tics of this divine force are, James does not know. “The whole drift” 
of his education, he confesses, persuades him “that the world of our 
present consciousness is only one out of many worlds of consciousness 
that exist; and that those other worlds must contain experiences 
which have a meaning for our life also.” Although in the main the 
experiences of the other worlds and the experiences of our world 
"keep discrete,” tliey do become “continuous at certain points, and 
higher energies filter in” (A, 509). This is, admittedly, an overbelief. 
But by adhering to it and remaining “faithful” to it, James feels, he 
himself seems "more sane and true” (A, 5(^). 

Faith in God inescapably alters a man’s life. That no alteration 
should take place is, to James, an “incredible proposition” (A, 512), 
However,’ when asked “just where the differences in feet which are 
due to God’s existence come in,” James has no hypothesis to offer 
beyond "what the phenomenon of ‘prayerful communion’ . . . im- 
m^iately suggests” (A, 513). And this phenomenon suggests that 
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criticized by some one else.*' “Our faith is faith in some one else’s 
faith, and in the greatest matters this is most the case’* (B, 9). Our 
belief in truth itself, James maintains, is but “a passionate affirmation 
of desire, in which our social system backs us up.*' We want to 
possess truth; we “want to believe" that our inquiries and experi- 
ments bring us continually closer to it; and “on this line we agree to 
fight out our thinking lives.** But when the "Pyrrhonistic sceptic’* 
asks us how we know that there is truth to be found and that we ap- 
proach it in our studies, “our logic” can find no reply. “It is just one 
volition against another, — we willing to go in for life upon a trust or 
assumption which he, for his part, does not care to make” (B, 10). 

Upon analysis it becomes evident, James believes, that our “non- 
intellectual n^urc” influences, if it does not determine, all our convic- 
tions. “Pure insight and logic, whatever they might do ideally, are 
not’ the only things that really do produce our creeds” (B, 11). 
Passions and volitions also play their part in our understanding of 
the world and of man. Indeed, “our passional nature” may, and often 
must, decide among various hypotheses when a decision is impossible 
on purely mtellectual grounds ; for “to say, under such circumstances, 
‘Do not decide, but leave the question open,’ is itself a passional de- 
cision, — ^just like deciding yes or no, — and is attended with the same 
risk of losing the truth” (B, 11). 

But if “truth” is at stake in our decisions, what is “truth”? 
When do we know that we have attained it? And how do we know 
even where and in what direction to search for it? It is James’s 
contention tliat “no concrete test of what is really true has ever 
been agreed upon” (B, 15). Some thinkers regard it as external to 
the world of perception, believing it to be a matter of revelation, of 
the “instincts of the heart,” or of the “systematized experience of the 
race.” Others — ^Descartes, Reid, and I^t, for example — ^‘'make the 
perceptive moment its own test.” The capacity to be verified by 
sense experience, the impossibility of conceiving the opposite, com- 
plete organic unity — ^these, James finds, are criteria of truth which 
have been proposed by various philosophers (B, 15), But whatever 
the standard it is never a matter of objortive evidence alone. Back 
of it is our aspiration to reach an ideal which we impose upon our 
thinking. “One’s conviction that the evidence one goes by is of the 
real objective brand, is only one more subjective opinion added to 
the lot” (B, 16). As a result there is. “nothing which someone has 
not thought absolutely true, while his neighbor deemed ii absolutely 
false” (B, 16), We simply do not possess an “infallible signal” for 
knowing what is truth and what is not. 
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James speaks of his own philosophy as “radical empiricism” 
(B, vii) ; and from the ix)int of view of this phiJosopliy it matters 
not in the least where a thou^it conies from. We may acquire a 
hyiiothesis by fair means or foul. “Passion may have whispered or 
accident suggested it,” The only important point is, Where does it 
lead us? If the “total drift of thinking” continues to confirm it, 
then, and to that extent, it is true (B, 17). 

Of course if the issues involved are not momentous, that is, if we 
lace a decision between hypotheses which do not vitally affect our 
lives, we may save ourselves from accepting a falsehood by not mak* 
ing up our minds until the complete objective evidence is available. 
This is the procedure followed in the sciences. But even in our ordi- 
nary human affairs the need for acting is seldom so urgent as to 
force us to act on a false belief rather than not to act at all. What 
difference, for example, does it make “to most of us” whether we 
have or have not a theory concerning the origin of cosmic rays, or 
whether we believe in mind-stuff or not? It makes no difference at 
all (B, 20). 

Moral questions, on the other hand, do require an answer here 
and now. Moral decisions cannot be postponed indefinitely. More- 
over, the decision in moral matters cannot be made on the basis of 
“sensible proof’; for moral questions are not concerned with what 
exists, but with what “would be good if It did exist.” To comparS 
“the worths, both of what exists and of what does not exist, we 
must consult not science, but what Pascal calls our heart” (B, 22). 
Indeed, science itself “consults the heart” when it stipulates that 
“the infinite ascertainment of fact and correction of false belief are 
the supreme goods for man.” Challenge this stipulation and "science 
can only repeat it oracularly, or else prove it by showing that such 
ascertainment and correction bring man all sorts of other goods 
which man’s heart in turn declares” (B, 22). In the last analysis, 
what we are determines what we think, and our heart’s desire sets 
up the standard of values and the criterion of truth by which we 
live and measure our thoughts. 

Now the issues involved in questions of religion are momentous 
and affect our whole life. Through belief we gain, and dirough non- 
belief we lose, a certain "vital good” (B, 26). Furthermore, in 
religious matters we cannot escape the issue by remaining sceptical ; 
for if religion be true, we lose its value by mdecision “just as cer- 
taihly as if we positively chose to disbelieve" (B, 26). James, there- 
fore, is ready to decide positively in favor of religious belief, hoping 
that, thereby he will avail himself of the truth of religion if, indeed. 
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there be any truth in religion at all. “If religion be true and the 
evidence for it be still insufficient,” Janies explicitly states, “I do not 
wish ... to forfeit my sole chance in life of getting uixni the winning 
side” by remaining sceptical or by failing to make a decision when 
that chance depends entirely upon “my willingness to run the risk 
of acting as if my passional need of taking the world religiously 
might be prophetic and right" (B, 27). 

"Often enough,” so James continues his argfument, “our faith be- 
forehand in an uncertified result is the only thing that makes the 
result come tru^" (B, 59). For instance, while climbing a mountain 
we may have worked ourselves inadvertently into a position from 
which a daring leap of a deep abyss offers the only possible avenue 
of escape. If we then have faith in our ability to make it, "our feet 
are nerved to this accomplishment.” But if we lack this faith and 
mistrust ourselves, we hesitate, tremble, despair, and completely 
unnerved, we plunge into the deep and are lost. In such a situation, 
therefore, "the part of wisdom as well as of courage is to believe 
what is in the line of your needs, for only by such belief is the need 
fulfilled.” "Refuse to believe, and you sliall indeed be right, for you 
shall irretrievably perish. But believe, and again you shall be right, 
for you shall save yourself. You make one or the other of two 
possible universes true by your trust or mistrust, — ^both universes 
having been only maybes, in this particular, before you contributed 
yoar act” (B, 59). There are thus cases when "faith creates its own 
verification" (B, 97). You may believe or not believe, as you will; 
but the difference 3 rour attitude makes veritably appears in the ad- 
vantage or disadvantage you gain by it. The practical consequences 
you yourself experience will be the justification of your belief. 

4 . Empiricism 

That James’s radical view concerning the justification of belief 
was but a brilliantly formulated expression of something vital to the 
spirit of the time cannot be doubted. But neither is it astonishing 
that so "unprincipled” a doctrine, when expanded into a general 
world view, should encounter general opposition in the field of philos- 
ophy. As a matter of fact James himself felt the need for a further 
clarification of his position, and he attempted to meet at least some 
of the objections that might be raised by a critical reader. 

It is essential to a clear understanding of James’s philosophy that 
in the view of our author philosophical controversies are "to a great 
extent" the result of a "certain clash of human temperaments" ( C, 6) . 
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There exists no absolute and objective standard of truth to which 
we can appeal. Temperament “loads the evidence” one way or an- 
other for every thinker, “making for a more sentimental or a more 
hard-hearted view of the universe” (C, 7), Plato, Locke, Hegel, 
Spencer — they alt are "temperamental thinkers” (C, 8). 

It is of course true that differences in temperament are discernible 
in literature, art, government, and manners as well as in philosophy. 
“In manners we find formalists and free-and-easy persons. In gov- 
ernment, authoritarians and anarchists. In literature, purists or 
academicals, and realists. In art, classics and romantics" (C, 9). 
In philosophy the contrast is between rationalists and empiricists, 
the rationalist being a “devotee to abstract and eternal principles,” 
and the empiricist being the “lover of facts in all their crude variety” 
(C, 9). But since no one can really live without considering both 
facts and principles, the difference is one of emphasis rather than of 
absolute cleavage. Nevertheless “it breeds antipathies of the most 
pungent character between those who lay the emphasis differently” 
(C. 9). 

Rationalists, according to James, are, as a rule, idealists and opti- 
mists. Empiricists, on the other hand, are “not uncommonly mate- 
rialistic, and their optimism is apt to be decidedly conditional and 
tremulous” (C, 11). "Rationalism is always monistic. It starts from 
wholes and universals, and makes much of the unity of things. Em- 
piricism starts from the parts, and makes of the whole a collection — 
it is not averse therefore to calling itself pluralistic. . , . The ration- 
alist finally will be of dogmatic temper in his affirmations, while the 
empiricist may be more sceptical and open to discussion” (C, 11). 

Admittedly most of us are neither pure rationalists nor pure 
empiricists. AVe have “a hankering for the good things on both sides 
of the line.” “Facts are good, of course — ^give us lots of facts. Prin- 
ciples are good — give us plenty of principles. The world is indu- 
bitably one if you look at it in one way, but as indubitably is it many, 
if you look at it in another. It is both one and many” (C, 13). As 
laymen in philosophy we are not greatly upset by the ensuing diffi- 
culties and contradictions. AVe accept die one interpretation as read- 
ily as the other to “suit the temptations of successive hours.” But 
when we enter the field of philosophy proper we can no longer 
“preserve a good intellectual conscience” if we persist in "mixing 
incompatibles from opposite sides of the Ime”-(C, 14). We must 
decide in favor of one or the other. 

What- we really want, according to' James; is a philosophy which 
will satisfy . our intdlect, and will also have some bearing , upon die 
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actual world of human living — a philosophy which will combine "the 
scientific loyalty to facts and willingness to take account of them/’ 
"the spirit of adaptation and accommodation/’ with the "old con- 
fidence in human values and the resultant spontaneity^ whether of the 
religious or of the romantic type" (C, 20). Empiricism by itself, 
however, is associated with "inhumanisra and irreiigion/’ whereas 
rationalism “may call itself religious" but is out of touch with “con- 
crete facts and joys and sorrows/’ It is evident therefore, according 
to James, that the philosophy we want must, in a sense, transcend 
both empiricism and rationalism and must provide a new synthesis. 
James believes he has found it in Pragmatism ; for Pragmatism, as 
he views it, “can remain religious," like rationalism, and can yet 
“preserve the ricliest intimacy with facts,’’ as does empiricism (C, 
33). What, then, is Pragmatism? 

5. Pragmatism 

Pragmatism, according to James, is primarily a “method of set- 
tling metaphysical disputes that otlierwise might be interminable" 
(C, 45). For centuries, we are told, philosophers have argued about 
sudi questions as these ; Is the world one or many? Is it deterministic 
or free? Tlie disputes over these questions have been unending. If 
we now resort to the pragmatic method in our consideration of the 
issues involved, we simply “try to interpret eswJi notion by tracing 
its respective practical consequences.’’ What difference would it 
practically make to any one if the world were one rather than many, 
or if it were material rather than spiritual? “If no practical differ- 
ence whatever can be traced, then the alternatives mean practically 
the same thing, and all dispute is idle" (C, 45). On the other hand, 
if the dispute involves a real distinction, then it will be possible to 
point to some practical differences in the consequences which follow 
“from one side or the other’s being right" (C, 46). 

The pragmatic mediod, James tells us, was first introduced into 
philosophy by Charles S. Peirce in 1878. James, in otlier words, 
freely admits his indebtedness to Peirce. But that James’s conception 
of pragmatism differs widely from that of Peirce is evident to every- 
one who has read attentively the writings of both men, and iVill be 
clear, it is hoped, at the end- of this chapter. 

According to James, Peirce hblds ^at in order to "develop a 
thought’s meaning, we ne^ only determine what conduct it' is fitted 
to produce: that conduct is for us its sole significance" (C, 46). 
Hence if we are to attain “perfect clearness in our thoughts of an 
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object," we need only consider "what conceivable effects of a prac- 
tical kind the object may involve — ^what sensations we are to expect 
from it,” and what reactions it may produce in other objects. Our 
conception of the effects produced — be they immediate or remote — 
constitutes for us "the whole of our conception of the object, so far 
as that conception has positive significance at all” (C, 47). 

If this "principle of pragmatism” is applied to philosophical dis- 
putes, then, according to James, an astonishingly large number of 
them are found to be utterly insignificant if not entirely without 
meaning- The whole function of philosophy, therefore, ought to be 
to "find out what definite difference it will make to you and me, at 
definite instants of our life, if this world-formula or that world- 
formula be the true one" (C, 50).® If no difference can be observed, 
then it is futile to argue about the respective formulae. 

Pragmatism thus conceived, James "discovers” in the philosophy 
of Socrates and Aristotle no less than in the writings of Lo^e, 
Berkeley, and Hume; but not until his own time has it been "gen- 
eralized as a method” or “become conscious of a universal mission” 
(C, SO). Still "it is a method onl/' (C, 51) and not a theory of 
reality. "It appears less as a solution . . . than as a program for 
more work.” It "unstiffens all our theories, limbers them up and 
sets eadi one at work” (C, 53), "No particular results ... but 
only an attitude of orientation, is what the pragmatic method means. 
The attitude of looking away from first things, principles, *cate- 
gories/ supposed necessities; and of looking towards last things, 
fruits, consequences, fact^’ (C, 54-55). 

Beyond this, however, pragmatism is also a "theory of truth.” 
About this aspect of the doctrine we shall hear more in the next 
section. For the moment it suffices to point out that, according to 
James, our ideas — which are but part of our experience — "become 
true just in so far as they help us to get into satisfactory relation 
with other parts of oar experience" (C, 48). That is to say, "any 
idea that will carry us prosperously from any one part of our experi- 
ence to any other part, linking things satisfactorily, working securely, 
simplifying, saving labor, is true for just so much, true in so far 
forth, true iitstrumentally^^ (C, 58), To put it stilt differently, "truth 
in our ideas means their power to 'worl? ” (C, 58), their power to 
satisfy "the individual's desire to assimilate the novel in his experi- 
ence to his belief in stock" (C, 63). 

■ The difference between the "euhJeeUvIntle hrnguntietn" of James nnd the objeetlve 
version derd<4>ed hy Peiree shonld be nppnrent at this point. The shift in the evnloa* 
tion of the "praeticsl” should also be noted, 



Ch, ii] PRAGMATIC PLURALISM OP WILLIAM JAMES ai7 

Any new idea, Janies tells us, if it is to be significant, must both 
“lean on old truth and grasp new fact.” Whether or not it is suc- 
cessful in doing so is “a matter for the individual’s appreciation” 
(C, 63). But “that new idea is truest which performs most felici- 
tously its function of satisfying our double urgency” — ^holding on to 
the old and grasping the new (C, 64). Purely objective truth is 
nowhere to be found (C, 64). 

If, with this conception of pragmatism in mind, we now return 
to the problem of religion, we can say at least this: “If theological 
ideas prove to have a value for concrete life, they will be true, for 
pragmatism, in the sense of being good for so much. For how much 
more they are true, will depend entirely on their relations to the 
other truths that also have to be acknowledged” (C, 73). To state 
the case more concretely ; “If there be any life that it is really better 
we should lead, and if there be any idea which, if believed in, would 
help us to lead that life, then it would be really better for tts to 
believe in that idea” (C, 76) ; and “what is better for us to believe 
is true unless the belief incidentally clashes with some other vital 
benefit" (C, 77). James, in other words, is willing to accept any- 
thing as true — ^the conclusions of logic, the evidence of the senses, 
or the experiences of the mystic — ^provided it stands up under the 
pragmatic test of “practical beneht” ; tliat is, provided it “works best 
in the way of leading us” and “fits every part of life best and com- 
bines with the collectivity of experience’s demands, nothing being 
omitted” (C, 80). 

Does the idea of God survive such a test? Is the world “run by 
matter or by spirit” ? In order to find an answer to these questions 
James bids us to ask, what practical difference does it make now 
whether the world is the product of a mechanical evolution involving 
only a chance distribution of matter and energy, or whether it is the 
creation of a benevolent God who still guides its destiny and works 
toward moral perfection? As far as the past of the world is con- 
cerned it makes “not a single jot of difference” whether ever 3 rthing 
is the product of matter and blind force or whether a divine spirit 
was its author. The world simply is what it is, and both materialists 
and idealists must adjust their respective theories accordingly. Hence 
if we restrict our considerations entirely to the past, the pragmatist 
can discover no difference.between the rival theories and must regard 
the dispute over them as “purely verbal” (C, 9S-97). 

But let us now consider the future of the world. We then find 
that theism and materialism point to “wholly different outlooks of 
experience” (C, 103). For according to the theory of mechanical 
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evolution, the very processes of the distribution and redistribution 
of matter and energy which, through fortunate confluences, produced 
the world as it now exists, are “fatally certain to undo their work 
again, and to redissolve everything that they have once evolved” 
(C, 104). On the other hand, if God has created the world, then the 
idea of God guarantees at least “an ideal order that shall be perma- 
nently preserved” (C, 106). 

If God exists, so James continues his argument, then there is an 
assurance of a moral order in the world; and the need of an “eternal 
moral order is one of the deepest needs of our breast." Materialism 
denies that the moral order is eternal, and thus cuts off our “ultimate 
hopes” (C, 107). Here, therefore, is an issue that is genuine and 
that deeply affects our very life. “Spiritualistic faith in all its. forms 
deals with a world of promise, while materialism’s sun sets in a sea 
of disappointment” (C, 108). If not blind force but a divine mind 
governs the world, we may expect betterment and improvement in 
the future, and this much at least is the possible “truth” of theism 
(C, 115). Pragmatism, therefore, as James interprets it, accepts a 
belief in God. 


6. Truth 

Reference has already been made to certain aspects of James’s 
theory of truth. We shall now examine his doctrine in greater detail. 

Truth, we are told, is a property of some of our ideas. “It means 
their 'agreement,' as falsity means their disagreement, with 'reality' ” 
(C, 198) . On this definition, James believes, pragniatists and “intel- 
lectualists'' are as of one mind. Their quarrels begin when the ques- 
tion is raised as to what is meant by “agreement,” and what by 
“reality,” when our ideas are said to be in agreement with reality. 

In order to make clear his meaning of the disputed terms, the 
pragmatist asks his usual question; Assume for a moment that a 
given idea or belief is true, “what concrete difference will its being 
true make in any one's actual life”.? “What experiences will be 
different from tliose whidi would obtain if the belief were false? 
What, in short, is the truth’s cash-value in experiential terms ?” 
(C, 200). 

Once this question is raised, the pragmatist’s answer is obvious : 
' '-Tru e ideas; are those, that we can assimilate, validate, corroborate 
and verify. False ideas are tliose that .we can not” (C; 201). Vali- 
dation, ^roboration," and verificatiotC”JKerefbre, determine the 
truth. Verification is the meaning of truth, for “it is all that truth is 
known-as” (C, 201). 
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If this Interpretation of truth be accepted, then truth is not “a 
stagnant property inherent*' in a true idea, but is something which 
"happens to an idea.” The idea "becomes true, is made true by 
events.*’ “Its verity is in feet an event, a process ; the process namely 
of its verifying itself, its veri-^cflfto»" (C, 201). But if truth is 
“verification” or “validation,” what, pragmatically considered, is 
verification? 

We live in a world of realities which may be either useful or 
harmful to us. Ideas which tell us in advance what to expect of some 
specific reality '*count as the true ideas.” The possession of truth, 
in otlier words, far from being an end in itself, is but “a preliminary 
means towards other vital satisfactions”; and it is only because we 
want these otlier satisfactions that the pursuit of true ideas becomes 
a “primary human duty” (C, 203). The practical value of true ideas 
is derived from "the practical importance of their objects to us" 
(C, 203). 

Ideas which have proved their value in practical living we store 
away in our memories. Later on, when such an "extra truth" be- 
comes “practically relevant to one of our emergencies,” we recall it 
and act upon it. We may then say of this idea either that ‘‘it is useful 
because it is true” or that “it is true because it is useful.”* As far as 
Jiames is concerned, “both tlKse phrases mean exactly the same thing, 
namely, that here is an. idea tliat-^ts fulfilled and can be verified," 
“True is the name for whatever idea starts the verification-process, 
useful is the name for its completed function in experience” (C, 204). 

However, not all ideas can be verified directly. Indirect verifica- 
tion must therefore also be admitted. “ Where cir cu mstantial evi- 
dence is sufficient, we can go without ^-witnessing”“(C ^06^07). 
Thus, most of us accept as true'’the ''statement that “Japan exists” 
without ever having visited the island empire; and we accept this 
statement as being true because to do so “works" — everything we 
know conspires with the belief and nothing interferes with it or 
contradicts it. It is the same with many of our beliefs. They “pass” 
as long as nothing challenges them, "just as bank-notes pass so long 
as no^dy refuses them” (C, 207). In the last analysis, however, 
there must somewhere be.“direct fac^to-face verification.” You may 
accept my verification of one thing, and I accept yours of another. 
“W e trade on each other’s truth. B ut ^jefs verified concretely by 
'someBody are the~ ;^ts of Ihe' wHole suptf structure” ( 07208)1 . 

Wh{^ is fruie witfi"r(ispecfTo ’ourTt^is of the objects of sense- 
.e3q)erience, James maintains, is true also concerning ideas of ideal 
objects and of abstract relations. We can no more play fast and loose 
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with the latter than we can with the former. "We must treat them 
consistently, whether or not we like the results’* (C, 211). The co- 
ercions of the "ideal order” are as genuine as are those of the 
"sensible order." "Our ideas must agree with realities, be such reali- 
ties concrete or abstract, be they facts or be they principles, under 
])enalty of endless inconsistency and frustration’* (C, 211). 

So far, James assures us, the "intellectualists can raise no protest” 
(C, 211). But what does it mean to assert that our ideas "agree” 
with reality? In the widest sense it can mean only that our ideas 
either guide us "straight up to” the reality itself or "into its sur- 
roundings,” or that they put us into such "working touch” with it 
"as to handle either it or something connected with it better than if 
we disagreed” (C, 212-213) ; and "better” here means either intel- 
lectually or practically better. 

Frequently, of course, "agreement” has only the negative meaning 
that a given reality will not “interfere** with the “way in which our 
ideas guide us elsewhere” (C, 213) ; it involves us in no contradic- 
tions. 

When we examine the sciences, James maintains, we discover that 
here the great task is to find theories which "will work" — theories, 
which “mediate between all previous truths and certain new experi- 
ences.’* A scientific tlieory "must derange common sense and previ- 
ous belief as little as possible, and it must lead to some sensible 
terminus or other that can be verified exactly** (C, 216). A theory 
whidi "works” — ^in the sense of James’s pragmatism — ^must accom- 
plish both these ends. Should two rival theories "work” equally well, 
we dioose between them on the basis of purely subjective reasons, 
considering perhaps "elegance” or “economy” (C, 217) ; for "truth 
in science” is simply that whidi "gives us the maximum possible 
sum of satisfactions, taste induded,” placing special emphasis upon 
"consistency both with previous truth and with novel fact” (C, 217). 
"The true” is only "the expedient in the way of our thinking'* — 
"expedient in almost any fashion; any expedient in the long run and 
on the whole” (C, 222). 

James’s interpretation of truth, as just outlined, was severely 
criticized by the opponents of pragmatism. James Bisset Pratt, in 
particular, attacked it as inadequate and erroneous.^ However, Wil- 
lie James was little perturb^ by these criticisms. He was sure 
that most of them arose from a misunderstanding of the nature and 
the aims of pragmatism, and he proceeded to clear up the contro- 
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verstal points, thereby restating and enlarging upon his theory of truth 
and developing it much more fully. 

He considered the "misunderstandings" under eight headings: 
(1) The "misunderstanding" that "pragmatism is only a re-editing 
of positivism" (D, 182) ; (2) that it is "primarily an appeal to ac- 
tion” (D, 184) ; (3) that the “pragmatists cut themselves off from 
the right to believe in objective realities” (D, 186) ; (4) that "no 
pragmatist can be a realist in his epistemology” (D, 190) ; (5) that 
"what pragmatists say is inconsistent with their saying so” (D, 197) ; 
(6) that "pragmatism explains not what truth is, but only how it is 
arrived at” (D, 200) ; (7) that "pragmatism ignores the theoretic 
interest” (D, 207) ,* and (8) that "pragmatism is shut up to solip- 
sism” (D, 212). 

James, of course, repudiates all of these "charges,” convinced that 
his own arguments refute the "proofs” of his opponents. James’s 
discussions of the various points are most illuminating, although they 
do not always accomplish their purpose. The central issue, however, 
is, and always remains, the problem of truth. We shall therefore con- 
fine ourselves here to a consideration of this problem, but drall view 
it in its broader cognitive ramifications. 

7. Cognition 

We have seen earlier that for James "true ideas are those that we 
can assimilate, validate, corroborate, and verify” (D, v-vi) ; and that 
"truth happens to an idea,” that an idea '^becomes true, is made true 
by events” (D, vi). "Any idea that helps us to deal, whether prac- 
tically or intellectually, with either reality or its belongings, that 
doesn’t entangle our progress in frustration, that fils . . . and adapts 
our life to the reality’s whole setting^” — such an idea "will be true of 
that reality” (D, vi-vii). "The true” is the "expedient in the way 
of our thinking" (D, vu). 

It is now James’s contention that the dispute between the prag- 
matists and the antipragmatists arises not over "any of the facts em- 
bodied in truth-situations,” but over what the word “truth” shall 
signify (D, xi). "When the pragmati sts speak of truth, th gyLtnean 
es^usively somethmg~ahbttt''th e ideas, name ly tKe^wortablene ss ; 
l^oreas wneh th e antipragmatists' speaTofjKIfii tEejTM^most often 
to wmrthliii^out'I HFohject?'*^ aa). What the critics of 
pragmatism mi^ persistentiy emf^aslze is that, while "workable- 
ness” goes with truth, it does not constitute truth. They insist on 
regarding truth as "numerically additional” to workableness, and on 
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its being prior to, and explanatory of, the latter (D, xv). According 
to James, however, the antipragmatist's thesis is ultimately only a 
manner of speaking, a matter of the employment of words. Once we 
adopt the pragmatist’s use of the word “truth” as representing a 
“property of the idea” rather than of an object, James contends, we 
encounter no difficulty in seeing the “truth of an idea” exclusively 
in the “workings” of that idea (D, xvi). 

James is convinced that “truth,” as he understands it, is deeply 
grounded in the very “function of cognition.” All cognition, he tells 
us, depends on a “state of consciousness” in which it takes place 
(D, 1), and implies at least “the existence of a feeling” or of an 
“idea" — taking the term “idea” in the “old broad Lockian sense” 
(D, 2). But not all feelings are cognitive. Some of them are simply 
facts of subjective and almost physical existence, lacking entirely that 
"self-transcendent function” without which they cannot be “pieces 
of knowledge” (D, 2). James here follows the usage of common 
sense which also reserves the name “knowledge” for the cognition 
of “realities” that “exist independently of the feeling through which 
their cognition occurs” (D, 6) ; and he specifically denies the func- 
tion of knowledge to “any feeling whose quality or content we do not 
ourselves believe to exist outside of that feeling as well as in it” 
(D, 8). A feeling which does not transcend itself, whicli does not 
point to a reality beyond itself, may be regarded as a dream. It may 
be a "fiction” or an “error,” but it is not cognition and does not give 
us knowledge. 

The word “knowledge” itself, however, may also be used in two 
distinct ways. We may say, on the one hand, that we know a thing, 
a man, a process; or we may say, on the other hand, tliat we know 
such and such about a thing, a man, or a process. In the first case, 
t mowledg e is an '‘acqua intance or familiarity wff!i”*^Katever“is 
‘^dwh/’ iiTtlus iense, ‘*i<nowledge”Ts ‘Wre akin to the phenom- 
enal bodily communication, and is less purely intellectual than the 
other.” It is the kind of knowledge we have of a thing when we 
perceive the thing, when we see, feel, or hear it, or when we see. a 
picture of it. It is mere Voretelhmg. In the secon d case, lo iowledge 
is "what we express in judgm ents or ’is . emtodi^ 

,m concepts "without any necessary" ima^native representation,” and 
is'a matter of intellectual notions (D, 11-12). Only this second type 
of knowledge is knowledge in the full sense of science and philosophy. 

Each “feeling" which we experience gives Us a “what,” It con- 
'Stitutes an acquaintance with Some specific quale, say, q. Now , if 
other feelings should follow which “remember the first,” the "what” 
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of the first "may stand as subject or predicate of some piece of 
knowledge-about, of some judgment, perceiving rdations between 
it and other wliats which the other feelings may know.” "The hith- 
erto dumb q will then receive a name and be no longer speechless” 
(D, 14). It is only through such context with other feelings that 
each specific feeling becomes self-transcending. 

If we now assign to each quality q a specific context which dis- 
tinguishes it from every other q, we can then assert that our feding 
"knows the particular q whose context it most exactly duplicates” 
(D, 19 ) : and it "knows” this q through the actions to which it gives 
rise. "If the action is performed in one world, that must be the 
world the feeling intends, if in another world, that is the world the 
feding has in mind. If your feding bear no fruits in my world, 1 call 
it utterly detached from my world; 1 call it a solipsism, and call its 
world a dream-world” (D, 23). “Before I can think you to mean 
my world, you must affect my world”; and "before I can be sure 
you mean it as I do, you must affect it fust as I should if I were in 
your place.” Only when you thus affect my world shall I concede 
that we think not only of the same reality, but that we think it in the 
same manner (D, 23-24). If your feelings have no “practical effects” 
upon my world, 1 shall not even suspect the existence of your feelings, 
and we shall never be able to understand each other. 

Let us suppose now that "we see each other looking at the same 
objects, pointing to them and turning them over in various ways.” 
We may then reasonably "hope and trust that all of our several fed- 
ings resemble the reality and each other.” But we can never be sure of 
this, nor can we prove it theoretically (D, 25). Still, the “practical 
point of view” brushes all "metaphysical cobwebs” away. The "meta- 
physical puzzle” of how two minds can mean the same object may 
be beyond solution ; but “men who see each other’s bodies sharing 
the same space, treading the same earth, splashing the same water, 
making the same air resonant, and pursuing the same game and 
eating out of the saine dish, will never practically believe in a plural- 
ism of solipsistic worlds” (D, 26). In the last analysis, we believe 
that "we all know' and think about and talk about the same world 
because we believe our percepts are possessed by us in common/^ 
And "we believe this because the percepts of each one of us seem to 
be changed in consequence of changes in the percepts of some one 
else” (D, 36-37). • 

According to Jatii^, the percepts, "these mere matters-of-acquaint- 
ance,” are “the only realities we ever directly know” ; and “the whole 
history Of our diought is the history of our substitution of one of 
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them for another, and the reduction of the substitute to the status of 
a conceptual sign” (D, 39). Our sensations, in other words, are “the 
mother-earth, the anchorage, the stable rock, the first and last limits, 
the fertnims a gw and the t 0 rfnmus ad gwin of the mind” (D, 39). 
To discover such “sensational terming* should therefore be our aim 
whenever we strive to attain knowledge; for they alone “end discus- 
sion; they destroy the false conceit of knowledge; and without them 
we are all at sea with each other’s meaning” (D, 39). 

The empliasis here placed upon percepts must not blind us to the 
role which concepts play in James’s philosophy, once that philosophy 
is fully developed (D, 42) ; for percepts must always be viewed upon 
the background of previously acquired beliefs. 

Some of the “apperceiving ideas” we ourselves have only recently 
acquired. Most of them, however, are “common-sense traditions of 
the race” (D, 61). But regardless of the present status of these 
beliefs, all of them were originally “inductive generalizations” made 
on the basis of perceptual experience. “The notions of one Time and 
of one Space as single continuous receptacles; the distinction between 
thoughts and things, matter and mind; between permanent subjects 
and changing attributes; the conception of classes with sub-dasses 
within them; the separation of fortuitous from regularly caused 
connections; surely all these were once definite conquests made at 
historic dates by our ancestors in their attempts to get the chaos of 
their crude individual experiences into a more shareable and man- 
ageable shape. They proved of such sovereign use as Denkwittel that 
they are now a part of the very structure of our minds” (D, 62). 
They are the very ideas which “apperceive every experience and 
assign to it its place” (D, 62). It is becattse of them that we foresee 
so much better “the course of our experiences” and that we can 
“steer our lives by rule” (D, 63). 

The world which we try to comprehend by means of these notions, 
James argues, is a “real” world, not one which our thought creates ; 
and it is “independent.” The pragmatic test of its reality is this, 
that even if our thought of the world were “annihilated,” the world 
itsdf would "still be there in some shape, though possibly it might 
be a shape that would lack something that our thought supplies” 
(D, 68). The world is “independent” in the sense that “there is 
fomething in every experience that, escapes our arbitrary control” 
(D, 69). “There is a push, an urgency, within our very experience, 
against which we are on the whole powerless, and which drives us 
in a direction that is the destiny of our belief” (D, 69). But of an 
“absolute” or a “thing-in-ltseU” which lies beyond the phenomena 



Ch. ii] PRAGMATIC PLURALISM OF WILLIAM JAMES aas 

of eacperience we have no proof. The only truth which even an abso- 
lute idealist will ever “practically accept” is that to which his “finite 
experiences lead him of themselves” (D, 72) ; for “all the sanctions 
of a law of truth lie in the very texture of experience,” and, “absolute 
or no absolute, die c<mcrete truth for us will always be that way of 
thinking in which our various experiences most profitably combine” 
CD. 73). 

If we accept James’s interpretation of cognition, the question arises 
of how we are to conceive die relation between the knower and the 
known, between our idea and its object. James’s answer to this 
question becomes clear when we consider a specific example, Let us 
suppose that I mention to you a particular building, say, the Library 
of Congress. Now, if 1 can lead you to this building and “tell you 
of its history and present use” ; if, in the presence of this building, 
I feel my idea “to be now terminated” ; if the “associates of the 
image” and of the building seen “run parallel, so that each term of 
the one context corresponds serially, as I walk, with an answering 
term of the other” ; then my original idea “must be, and by common 
consent would be, called cognizant of reality.” llie building now 
seen is what my idea meant all the time, for “into it my idea has 
passed by conjunctive experience of sameness and fulfilled intention.” 
“Nowhere is there a jar, but every later moment continues and cor- 
roborates an earlier one” (D, 105). And in this “continuing and 
corroborating,” James tells us, and not in any transcendental rela- 
tion, “lies all that the knowing of a percept by an idea can possibly 
contain or signify” (D, 106). Knowledge of "sensible realities” thus 
arises “inside the tissue of experience.” It is constituted by relations 
which “unroll themselves in time.” Certain intermediary experiences 
may occur between tlie original idea and its fulfilment, but they 
constitute a definite sequence and, ultimatdy, a “process fulfilled.” 
The starting point of the sequence is the “knower”; the terminus is 
the “object meant or known.” And “that is all that knowing . . . 
can be Imown-as, that is the whole of its nature, put into experiential 
terras” (D, 106) ; for whenever such a sequence is experienced we 
may say that, from the outset, we had the terminal object “in mind” 
(D, 106-109).* The ultimate percept not only verifies our concept, 
it constitutes also the full meaning of the concept. 

It is clear from James’s description of the process of cognition 
that the only function which an experience can perform is “to lead 
into another experience” ; and “the only fulfilment we can speak of 

B Peirc« and Royce spoke of the **purpow" of an idea «a conatituting the meaning 
of thnt idea. 
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is the reaching of a certain experienced end” (D, 111-112). We 
never transcend experience itself. 

If two or more experiences lead to the same terminus, "they agree 
in function.” As a rule, however, our immediately given experiences 
present themselves as a "quasi-chaos” which enables us to "pass out 
of an initial term in many directions and yet end in the same terminus, 
moving from next to next by a great many possible paths” (D, 1 12). 
All these paths are “functional substitutes” for one another, and to 
follow one rather tlian another is but a matter of convenience or of 
practical advantage. It is particularly advantageous to follow a path 
if it leads "through ‘thoughts* or ‘ideas’ that ‘know’ the things with 
which they terminate” (D, 112), In all such cases we can experiment 
in ideas without encountering the difficulties of actual experiments, 
for the "sole cash-value” of our idea is, ‘‘verbatim et literatim" the 
effectiveness with which they lead us to the terminal objects. 

It follows from the considerations just outlined that "the ‘truth’ 
of our mental operations” is always an "intraexperiential affair” 
(D, 133). An additional example will make James’s position clear 
witfi regard to this point. We follow James’s own statement: "My 
bedroom is above ray library. Does the 'aboveness’ here mean aught 
that is different from the concrete spaces which have to be moved- 
through in getting from the one to the other ? It means, you may 
say, a pure topographic relation, a sort of architect’s plan among the 
eternal essences. But that is not the full aboveness, it is only an 
abbreviated substitute that on occasion may lead my mind towards 
truer, i.e., fuller, dealings with the real aboveness. . . . We may 
indeed talk, for certain conveniences, as if the abstract sclierae pre- 
ceded [experience] ; we may say ‘I must go upstairs because of the 
essential aboveness,’ just as we may say that the man ‘does prudent 
acts because of his ingrained prudence’ or that our ideas ‘lead us 
truly because of their intrinsic truth.’ But this should not debar us 
on other occasions from using completer forms of description. . . . 
The full facts of cognition, whatever be the way in which we talk 
about them, even when we talk most abstractly, stand inalterably 
given in the actualities and possibilities of the experience-continuum” 
(D, 150-152). ‘Aboveness,’ therefore, when fully considered, means 
die entire experiential sequence which, starting in the room below, 
terminates in the "bedroom above the library.”' 

Now, "truth,’’ according to James, must ^ understood within the 
context of the actual, concrete, and continuous sequttices of our ex- 
perience. Its distinguishing mark is "satisfartoriness” (D, 154). 
"The matter of the true is abrolutely identical with the matter of the 



Ch.nl PRAGMATTC PLURALISM OF WILLIAM JAMES 237 

satisfactory. You may put either word first in your ways of talking ; 
but leave out that whole notion of satisfactory working or leading 
(which is the essence of [James’s] pragmatistic account) and call 
truth a static logical relation, independent even of possible leadings 
or satisfactions, and . . . you cut all ground from under you” (D, 
159-160). "That the thing is, what it is, and which it is” — ^these, 
according to James, are “points determinable only by the pragmatic 
method”; for the “which” means “a possibility of pointing, or of 
otherwise singling out the special object” ; the “what” means "choice 
on our part of an essential aspect to conceive it by”; and the “that” 
means “our assumption of the attitude of belief, the reality-recog- 
nizing attitude” (D, 218-219). James concludes ; “Surely for under- 
standing what the word 'true* means as applied to a statement, the 
mention' of such workings” — ^as the "pointing,” "choosing,” and 
“attitude-taking” — is indispensable (D, 219). “You cannot tell 
what the word ‘true’ means, as applied to a statement, without in- 
volving the concept of the statements working"* (D, 221 ). 

One more question remains. How does the reference to “satisfac- 
toriness” and to “working” lead to an acceptable interpretation of 
the relation of the knower to the known ? Let us assume, with James, 
that there exists “a universe composed of two things only : imperial 
Caesar dead and turned to clay, and me, saying ‘Caesar really ex- 
isted' ” (D, 221 ) . By admitting certain “finite intermediaries between 
the two original facts,” James enlarges this universe thus ; “Caesar 
had, and my statement has, effects; and if these effects in any way 
run together, a concrete medium and bottom is provided for the 
determinate cognitive relation” (D, 222); I, as the knower, have 
then been brought into relation with Caesar, the known. “The real 
Caesar, for example, wrote a manuscript of which I see a real re- 
print, and say ‘the Caesar I mean is the author of that* The work- 
ings of my thought thus determine both its denotative and its con- 
notative significance more fully. It now defines itself as neither 
irrelevant to the real Caesar, nor false in what it suggests of him” 
(D, 222-223). Agreement prevails between what my statement as- 
serts and the experienced “effect” of dead Caesar ; and this agreement 
of my statement with the experienced “effect” is its agreement with 
"reality,” is its “truth” (D, 224). 

8. Radical Empiricism 

As James approached the end of his philosophical career, he de- 
veloped more fully a position, called' radicai empmcism, which he 
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regarded as independent of, and as more fundamental than, prag- 
matism (F, iv-v). Traces of radical empiricism can of course be 
found in James’s earlier works.® The name “radical empiricism,” 
for example, appears for the first time in the preface to The Will to 
Believe (1898). In defining his position at this early stage, James 
writes: “I say ‘empiricism,’ because it is contented to regard its most 
assured conclusions concerning matters of fact as hypotheses liable 
to modification in the course of future experience; and I say ‘radical/ 
because it treats the doctrine of monism itself as an hypothesis, and, 
unlike so much of the halfway empiricism that is current under the 
name of positivism or agnosticism or scientific naturalism, it does 
not dogmatically affirm monism as something with which all expe- 
rience has got to square” (B, vii-viii). 

In the preface to The Meaning of Truth James is somewhat more 
explicit. Radical empiricism, he now says, “consists first of a postu- 
late, next of a statement of fact, and finally of a generalized conclu- 
sion” (F, xii). “The postulate is that the only things that shall he 
debatable among philosophers shall be things definable in temts 
droKw from experwue." “The statement of fact is that the relations 
between things^ conjunctive as well as disjmctwe, are jtist as much 
matter of direct particular experience, neither more so nor less so, 
than the thmgs themselves/’^^ “The generalized conclusion is that 
therefore the parts of experience hold together from next to next by 
relations that are themselves parts of experience. The directly appre- 
hended universe needs, in short, no extraneous transempirical con- 
nective support, hut possesses in its own right a concatenated or 
continuous structure" (F, xii-xiii). Radical empiricism is thus not 
only a theory of knowledge but a meiaphysic as wclL'Tt ls James’s 
m'dst rigorous affirmation that realiiy is an “experience-continuum/’ 

In developing in more detail the doctrine of radical empiricism, 
James contends, to begin with, that the term “consciousness” does 
not stand for an "entity' but for a “ftinddpn” (F, 3). There is no 
“aboriginal stuff or quality of being” ouTof which our thoughts are 
made; but “there is a function in experience which thoughts per- 
form, and for the performance of which this quality of being is 
invoked” (F, 3-4). 'H*? function in question is that of hngmng- 
It is wliat is meant by “consciousness” (F,‘4).' For James, therrfore, 
H^erm “consciousness” cpnhotes “a kind of external relation” in 
which our experiences stand to one another (F, 25) ; and the rela- 
tions which “connect experiences” must themselves be “experienced 

, • Cf. Pragmaf Utttj be; The Meaning of Truth, xH-xIli. 

10 jamcB here repudiates, at least by implication^ the scholastic realism of Peirce. 
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relations" (F, 42), so that the term "consciousness" can never refer 
to anything which transcends experience. 

Now the conjunctive relation which, admittedly, has given most 
trouble to philosophy is the “co-conscious transition” by which “one 
experience passes into another when both belong to the same self" 
(F, 47). “Within each of our personal histories, subject, object, 
interest and purpose are cont'inudiu or may be contintmis. ^ Personal 
’histories are proc^s'es of chaii^ in them, and the change itself is 
one of the things immediately experienced** (F, 48). This “con- 
junctive relation" of continuous ^ange is the fundamental fact in 
experience to which radicai empiricism must remain securely an- 
chored. Any abandonment of it, James maintains, leads to the intro- 
duction into philosophy of “all the corruptions of dialectics and all 
the metaphysical fictions” (F, 48). But the “holding fast” to the 
fundamental relation means “taking it at its face value," “just as 
we feel it," and “not to confuse ourselves with abstract talk about it” 
(F, 48). 

According to James, what X do feel “when a later moment of my 
experiences succeeds an earlier one” is simply the continuous transi- 
tion from the one to the other (F, 49). “Continuity here is a definite 
sort of experience” (F, 49). "There is no other nature, no other 
whatness Aan this absence of break and this sense of continuity in 
that most intimate of all conjunctive relations, the passing of one 
experience into another when they belong to the same self. And this 
whatness is real empirical ‘content,’ just as the whatness of separa- 
tion and discontinuity is real content in the contrasted case. Prac- 
tically to experience one’s personal continuum in this living way is 
to know the originals of the ideas of continuity and of sameness, to 
know what tire words stand for concretely, to own all that they can 
ever mean” (F, SO). 

The first difficulty which this interpretation of our basic experi- 
ence eliminates, so James contends, is the “artificial conception of the 
relations between knower and knom^* (F, 52-56) ; for wherever 
such transitions from an earlier to a later experience are felt, there 
“the first experience knows the last one.” Where such transitions 
do not, or cannot, “intervene,” “there can be no pretense of knowing” 
(F, 56). “Whenever certain intermediaries are given, such that, as 
^ey develop towards their terminus, there is experience from point 
to point of one direction followed, and finally of one process fulfilled ; 
the result is that their starting-p oim thereby becomes a knower and 
/smfejgjf an (Ohject ^necmi'W^Sna^ T hat is airffiat knowing 
. .• , (SS^iTTcnowS-iM, its nature, put into ex- 



230 


PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA 


[Ch. It 

periential terras” (F, 57). We may then "freely say that we had 
the terminal object ‘in mind’ from the outset, even although at the 
outset nothing was tliere in us but a flat piece of substantive experi- 
ence like any other, with no self-transcendency about it, and no mys- 
tery save the mystery of coming into existence and of being gradually 
followed by other pieces of substantive experience, with conjunctively 
transitional experiences between. Tliat is what we mean here by the 
object’s being ‘in mind.’ Of any deeper, more real way of being in 
mind we have no positive conception, and we have no right to dis- 
credit our actual experience by talking of such a way at all” (F, 
57-58). 

A second problem which "radical empiricism” faces arises from 
the fact that there are many minds, and that some of them "share” 
certain objects. As far as James is concerned, "the decisive reason 
in favor of our minds meeting in some common oSjecfs” Is thaf 'wifh- 
^ but the assumption of such a meeting "I have, no motiye for assum-; 
mg’that your mind_exists at all” (F, 77). “Why do I postulate your 
"mind ? Because I see your body acting in a certain way. Its gestures, 
facial movements, words and conduct generally, are ‘expressive,’ so 
I deem it actuated as my own is, by an inner life like mine. JIhis 
ar gument from a nalogy is my reason, whether an instinctive^bdief 
'rans before it or not. But what is 'your body* here but a percept in 
my field? It is only as animating that object, my object, that I have 
any occasion to think of you at all. If the body that you actuate be 
not the very body that I see there, but some duplicate body of your 
own with which that has notliing to do, we belong to different uni- 
verses, you and I, and for me to speak of you is folly” (F, 77-78). 

However, "in that perceptual part of my universe w;hich I call 
your body, your niind and my mind meet and may be called con- 
■tefminous.;».,Youf mihd actuates that body and mine' sees itj ray 
Itlibughts pass into it as into their harmonious cognitive fulfilment; 
your emotions and volitions pass into it as causes into dieir effects” 
(F, 78). But if this is so, then a bridge has been found from subjec- 
tive experience to objectively existing things; for my percept of your 
body "hangs together with all our other physical percepts.” "They 
are of one stuff with it; and if it be our common possession, they 
must be so likewise. For instance, your hand lays hold of one end 
of a rope and my hand lays hold of the other, end. We pull against 
each other. Can our two hands be mutual objects in this experience, 
and the rope not be mutual also? What is true of the rope is true 
of any other percept. Your objects are over and over again, the same 
as mine" (F, 78-79). "Practically, then,” James concludes, "our 
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minds meet in a world of objects which they share in common, 
whicli would still be there, if one or several of the minds were 
destroyed” (F, 79-90; Chapter 4). 

Does this line of reasoning lead James back into the dualism oi 
"common sense and popular philosophy”? James himself does not 
think that it does. Radical empiricism, he reminds us, includes the 
"pragmatic method” and the “principle of pure experience”; and 
both militate against dualism. "The pragmatic method starts from 
the postulate that there is no difference of truth that doesn’t make 
a difference of fact somewhere; and it seeks to determine the mean- 
ing of all difference of opinion by making the discussion hinge as 
soon as possible upon some practical or particular issue. The prin- 
ciple of pure experience is also a methodological postulate. Nothing 
shall be admitt^ as fact, it says, except what can be experienced at 
some dehnite time by some experiment; and for every feature of fact 
so experienced, a definite place must be found somewhere in the 
Anal system of reality. In other words: Everything real must he 
experienceable somewhere, and every kind of thing experienced must 
somewhere be real” (F, 159-160). 

If we adhere to these two metliodological principles, then, James 
contends, we discover that "thoughts and things are absolutely ho- 
mogeneous as to their material,” and that “their opposition is only 
one of relation and of function.” “There is no thought-stuff different 
from thing-stuff” ; but “the same identical piece of 'pure experience’ 

. . . can stand alternately for a ‘fact of consciousness’ or for a phys- 
ical reality, according as it is taken in one context or in another" 
(F, 137-138). “The central point of the pure-experience theory is 
that ‘outer’ and ‘inner’ are names for two groups into which we sort 
experience according to the way in which they act upon their neigh- 
bors. Any one ‘content’ ... can be assigned to either group” 
(F, 139). And this is true even of all "affectional facts,” of anger, 
love, and fear (F, 142),“ “There is no original spirituality or 
materiality of being” ; “but only a translocation of experiences from 
one vrorld to another ; a grouping of diem with one set or another 
of associates for definitely practical or intellectual ends” (F, 148; 
Chapters 5 and 6). 

When we examine tlie realm of “activity,” one' additional point 
must be noted. According' to the doctrine of radical empiricism 
“either the word ‘activity’ must have no meaning at all, or else the 

. 11 See the literature on the lamea-Laage thwry of emotion, Cf. James, W., The 
Prittciphs of Psychology, Vol, 11, Chapter XXV ; also i James, W., “The Physical 
Basis oi Emotion,” Tho Psychological Pcvistp, 1 (2694)i 51 
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original type and model of what it means must lie in some concrete 
kind of experience that can be definitely pointed out" (F, 160). In 
developing this position Janies finds it necessary to distinguish be- 
tween "bare activity" and "directed activity." “Bare activity" would 
be predicable of experience even though “there were no definite di- 
rection, no actor, no aim.” "Mere restless zigzag movement, or a 
wild Ideenflucht, or Rhapsodic der Wahrnehmungm, as Kant would 
say, would constitute an active as distinguished from an inactive 
world” (F, 162-163). But in the actual world in which we live 
“a part at least of the activity comes with definite direction.” “It 
comes witli desire and sense of goal ; it comes complicated with re- 
sistances which it overcomes or succumbs to, and with the efforts 
which the feeling of resistance so often provokes; and it is in com- 
plex experiences like these that the notions of distinct agents, and of 
passivity as opposed to activity arise. Here also the notion of causal 
efficacy comes to birth" (F, 163). And it is now evident that “mere 
descriptive analysis of any one of our activity-experiences is not the 
whole story" (F, 169). What do we know about the agent who 
produces these experiences? What makes the “trains of experience" 
go at all? "What propels experience ueberhanpt into being? There 
is the activity that operates; the activity felt is only its superficial 
sign" (F, 171-172). 

We are here face to face with “tire metaphysical question” (F, 
171). But, remembering the pragmatic method, James finds that 
the question, “Whose is the real activity?" is tantamount to the 
question, “What will be the actual results” of any hypothesis con- 
cerning the ultimate nature of reality? (F, 178). “How will things 
work out? If the agents are of one sort, one way; if of another sort, 
they may work out very differently. The pragmatic meaning of the 
various alternatives ... is great” (P, 179) ; for it is the difference 
between “materialism and teleology,” between “elementary short- 
span actions summing themselves 'blindly,’ ” and “far foreseen ideals 
coming with effort into act” (F, 179). Pure experience, according 
to James, fully confirms the second alternative rather than the first. 
“Sustaining, persevering, striving, paying with eflFort as we go, 
hanging on, and finally achieving our intention — ^this is action, this 
is effectuation in the only shape in which, by a pure experience' 
philosophy, the whereabouts of it anywhere can be discussed. Here 
is creation in its first intention, here is cattsalily at work” (F, 183' 
184). “Real effectual causation as an ultimate nature, as a 'category* 
. . of reality, is just what we feel it to be, just that kind of con- 
junction which our own activity-series reveal. We have the whole 
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butt and being of it in our hands; and the healthy thing for philos- 
ophy is to leave off grubbing underground for what effects effectu- 
ation, or what makes action act, and to try to solve tlie concrete 
questions of where effectuation in tliis world is located, of which 
things are tlie true causal agents there, and of what the more remote 
effects consist” (F, 185-186). 

9, A Pluralistic Universe 

James is convinced that a pragmatist, adhering strictly to the 
"criterion of the practical differences” which theories make, must 
"abjure” equally "absolute monism” and "absolute pluralism” (C, 
156) ; for "the world is One just so far as its parts hang together 
by any definite connexion. It is many just so far as any definite 
connexion fails to obtain” (C, 156). Nevertheless pragmatism, so 
James contends, "pending the final empirical ascertainment of just 
what the balance of union and disunion among things may be, must 
obviously range herself upon the pluralistic side” (C, 161), 

The arguments which force Janies into this position are primarily 
negative. To accept absolute monism now, at this early stage in our 
understanding of reality, he maintains, would mean to repudiate "as 
irrational” the pluralistic doctrine; and such radicalism, he finds, 
is not justified by experience. By contrast, the acceptance at this 
time of a nonabsolutistic pluralistic hypothesis concerning reality 
enables us to admit that "some day . . . even total union, with one 
knower, one origin, and a universe consolidated in every conceivable 
way, may turn out to be the most acceptable of all hypotheses, of a 
world imperfectly unified still, and perhaps always to remain so” 
(C, 161). The pluralistic hypothesis is thus not only in perfect har- 
mony with the facts of pure experience, it is in harmony also widi 
the projection of a world "growing more and more unified by those 
systems of connexion at least which human energy keeps framing as 
time goes on” (C, 156). 

James’s critical arguments are directed primarily against “mo- 
nistic idealism” (£, Chapter 2). As absolute, James contends, “the 
world repels our sympathy because It has no history.” “The absolute 
neither acts nor sufi^rs, nor loves nor hates; it has no needs, desires, 
or aspirations, no failures or successes, friends or enemies, victories 
or defeats” (E, 47-48), All such things pertain to the world as 
relative — to the world “in which our finite experiences lie, and whose 
vicissitudes alone have power to, arouse our interest" (E, 48), 
"What boots it to tell .me that the absolute way is the true way, and 
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to exhort me, as Emerson says, to lift mine eye up to its style, and 
manners of the sky, if the fact is impossible by definition? I am 
finite once for all, and all the categories of my sympathy are knit up 
with the finite world as such, and with things that have a history” 
(E, 48). 

For the pluralist, James maintains, "time remains as real as any- 
thing, and nothing in the universe is great or static or eternal enough 
not to have some history.” "The world that each of us feels most 
intimately at home with is that of beings with histories that play into 
our history, whom we can help in their vicissitudes even as they 
help us in ours. This satisfaction the absolute denies us" (E, 49). 
Pluralism, therefore, in exorcising the absolute, exorcises "the great 
de-realizer of the only life we are at home in, and thus redeems the 
nature of reality from essential foreignness” (E, 49-SO). 

"The absolute,” according to James, "is not forced on our belief 
by logic”; "it involves features of irrationality peculiar to itself.” 
A thinker, therefore, "to whom it does not come as an 'immediate 
certainty’ ... is in no way bound to treat it as anything but an 
emotionally rather sublime hypothesis” (E, 128). As such a hypoth- 
esis, the absolute possesses "peace-conferring power” and “formal 
grandeur” (E, 128). "But meanwhile the strung-along unfinished 
world in time is its rival: reality may exist in distributive form, 
in the shape not of an all but of a set of caches, just as it seems to — 
this is the anti-absolutist hypothesis. Printa fade there is this in 
favor of the eaches, that they are at any rate real enough to have 
made themselves at least appear to every one, whereas the absolute 
has as yet appeared immediately to only a few mystics, and indeed 
to them very ambiguously” (E, 128-129). "All the thickness, con- 
creteness, and individuality of experience exists in the immediate and 
relatively unnamed stages of it” (E, 280). 

Only one thing is certain, James concludes, "and that is the result 
of our criticism of the absolute: the only way -to escape from the 
paradoxes and perplexities that a consistently thought-out monistic 
universe suffers from as from a species of autointoxication — the 
mystery of the 'fall' namely of reality lapsing into appearance, truth 
into error, perfection into imperfection; of evil, in sliort; the mystery 
pf universal determinism, of the block-universe eternal and without 
a history, etc. ; — ^the only way of escape, I say, from all this is to be 
frankly pluralistic and assume tliat the superhuman consciousness, 
however vast it may be, has itself an external environment, and 
cohs^uently is finite" (E, 310.311). "There is a God,” yes; but 
"he is finite, either in power or in knowledge, or in both at once'* 



Ch.ii] PRAGMATIC PLURALISM OF WILLIAM JAMES 335 

(E, 311). “Having an environment, being in time, and working out 
a history just like ourselves, he escapes from the foreignness from all 
that is human, of the static timeless perfect absolute” (E, 318). 

And so James bids us to "think of the universe as existing solely 
in the each-form.” If we do so, he maintains, we will have “on the 
whole a more reasonable and satisfactory idea of it than if [we] 
insist on the all-form being necessary" (E, 45). "Making of God 
only one of the eaches affords the higher degree of intimac^' (E, 44) . 

10. Peirce and James 

That James was influenced in his thinking by Charles Sanders 
Peirce can hardly be doubted. As a matter of fact James himself has 
acknowledged tills influence. Peirce, on the other hand, was of the 
opinion that James had misunderstood the intent and significance of 
die basic pragmatic maxim and had "pushed this method to such 
extremes as must tend to give us pause” {CoUected Papers^ 5. 3) ; 
that he had transmogrified it into a doctrine of philosophy, some 
parts of whicli I [Peirce] highly approve, while other and more 
prominent parts I [Peirce] regarded, and still regard, as opposed to 
sound logic” (6. 482). Peirce felt, however, that James’s "radical 
empiricism” "substantially answered" to Peirce's own “definition of 
pragmatism, albeit with a certain difference in the point of view” 
(S. 414). 

James, too, was aware of a fundamental difference between his 
own view and that of Peirce, He specifically states, with reference 
to Peirce’s conception of pragmatism as a theory of meaning, that 
“the word pragmatism has come to be used in a still wider sense, as 
meaning also a certain theory of irnth** (C, 55). And it is pragma- 
tism in this "wider sense” with which James was primarily con- 
cerned.“ 

Although Peirce himself deviated at times from the narrow con- 
ception of pragmatism as a method of "clarifying ideas,” he always 
regarded it as the core of his doctrine. "Much as the writer has 
gained,” he wroto, "from the perusal of what other pragmatists have 
written, he still thinks there is a decisive advantage in his original 
conception of the doctrine. From this original form every truth that 
.follows from any of the other forms can be deduced, while some errors 
can be avoided into which other pragmatists have fallen” (5. 415). 

To be sure, James also employed the pragmatic method as a means 
of interpreting and darifying ideas by tracing their "respective prac- 


19 See h\B two books, Pragmatism and The Meaning of Trtf rt. 
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tical consequences” (C, 45); but in speaking of “practical conse- 
quences” he is not always clear as to his actual meaning.^ Peirce 
always appealed to the confirmatory evidence of “percepts”; but 
James admits other “evidence” as well. Thus, “a world with a God 
in it to say the last word, may indeed burn up or freeze [i.e., our 
perceptual experience of this world may not differ from that of a 
world in which there is no God], but we then think of him as still 
mindful of the old ideals and sure to bring them elsewhere to fruition ; 
so that, where he is, tragedy is only provisional and partial, and 
shipwreck and dissolution not tlie absolutely final things. This need 
of an eternal moral order is one of tlie deepest needs of our breast. 
. . . Here then, in these different emotional and practical appeals, 
in these adjustments of our concrete attitudes of hope and expecta- 
tion, and all the delicate consequences which their differences entail, 
lie the real meanings of materialism and spiritualism” (C, 106-107). 
Aa Peirce himself sees tlie difference between his own view and that 
of Janies, James “does not restrict the 'meaning,' that is, the ultimate 
logical interpretant, as I do, to a habit, but allows . . . complex 
feelings endowed with compulsiveness, to be such” (S. 494). For 
James “tlie only test of probable truth is what works best in the 
way of leading us.” He can see “no meaning in treating as 'not true’ 
a notion tliat has been pragmatically successful” (C, Chapter 2). 
For Peirce "the meaning of a proposition consists in a translation 
which is a general formula ... for an indefinite class of confirmable 
consequences.”^* 

Peirce, it will be remembered, was a “scholastic realist.” James, 
on the other band, with his pluralistic conception of the universe, 
was definitely a nominalist. For him “empiricism lays the explana- 
tory stress upon the part, the element, the individual, and treats 
the whole as a collection and the universal as an. abstraction” (F, 
Chapter 2). 

On the ethical side the contrast between Peirce and James is 
equally marked. According to James, “when truths clash with 'vital 
benefits’ it is the truths that must go.” “If actions which seem de- 
manded clash with prindples, then, said James, he takes a moral 
hoHday.”“ Peirce’s ethics, on the other hand, “demands the utmost 
sacrifice of the individual in terms of an infinite ideal ; it is uncom- 
promising and absolute and knows nothing of moral holidays.”^* 
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If all of these points are taken into consideration, then it is evident 
that James’s philosophy is by no means an extension or development 
of Peirce's position. Although certain aspects of it were undoubtedly 
suggested to Janies by Peirce, James’s pluralistic pragmatism must 
stand or fall on its own premises, and the repudiation of James is not 
in itself also a repudiation of Peirce. The usual arguments against 
"pragmatism” should be directed more specifically against the doc- 
trine of James ; they do not necessarily, or in the same sense, apply 
to the philosophy of Peirce. 
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Chapter 12 

THE GOSPEL OF WEALTH 


1. General Orientation 

Reference has already been made to some of the factors and forces 
which, after the War of Secession, tended to transform a hitherto 
almost exclusively agricultural country into the greatest industrial 
nation on earth. By 18)^8 the American people felt the full impact 
of these Actors and forces, and faced the problem of mastering and 
guiding them. But, not understanding all the ramifications and im- 
plications of the great transition, the men dominating the American 
scene were sharply divided on questions of principle as well as on 
matters of policy. “Some saw only beneficence in a reign of untram- 
meled individualism with the real prizes going to the few. The major 
task, as they viewed it, was to press forward economic expansion at 
an ever swifter pace and without too nice a regard for human costs. 
Others were appalled at the passing of the older America with its 
assurance of generous opportunities for the common folk. They bent 
their energies to curbing concentrated capital and extending the bene- 
fits of the nation's wealth to the masses of the people."^ 

In the twenty years prior to 1878 the wealth of America had 
increased from a little over sixteen billion dollars to nearly forty-four 
billions; and it was now increasing ever more rapidly. The great 
panic of 1873 was a thing of the past, and iron and sted, and an 
industry built upon them, rivaled and soon surpassed the vast grain- 
growing areas west and northwest of the Mississippi as primary 
sources of wealth. And population shifted with wealth. “The fifty 
million people in the land stirred restlessly under the bombardment 
of announcements of discoveries of natural resources, novel inven- 
tions, new manufacturing and engineering undertakings. They made 
a mighty caravan moving westward and northwestward, to the cities 
and. to the great open spaces, in whatever direction fresh sources of 
wealth bedcon^."* 


iTubell, Ida U„ The ttaiionatiMwg of Btuieeu, UtS-U9S, 1. 
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"The vast andj for the most part, unregulated economic develop- 
ment led to the production of great private fortunes such as America 
had never before known."* In 1892 the New York Tribune reported 
that there were 4047 millionaires in the country.* According to the 
Tribufiej trade and transportation accounted for 1752, merchandising 
for 986, banking for 294, railroads for 186, brokerage for 56, local 
utilities for 35, telegraphs and telephones for 12. "In agriculture 
there were but 84, and over half of these were cattle raisers in the 
West.”* And there were 65 millionaire lawyers. 

Not all of these fortunes were earned "in the sweat of the brow” 
of their owners. On December 9, 1885, President Cleveland told the 
people of America that "Laws which were intended for the common 
benefit have been perverted so that large quantities of land are rest- 
ing in single ownership. ... It is not for the 'common benefit of the 
United States* that a large area of tlie public lands should be acquired, 
directly or through fraud. In the hands of a single individual.”* 
"Sharp practices,” collusions, and monopolistic exploitations of fa- 
vorable market conditions also accounted for some of the large for- 
tunes, If the years which followed the War of Secession, wrote 
Charles Francis Adams in 1871,^ "have been marked by no excep- 
' tional criminal activity, they have witnessed some of the most re- 
markable examples of organized lawlessness, under the forms of law, 
which mankind has yet had an opportunity to study. If individuals 
have, as a rule, quietly pursued their peaceful vocations, the same 
cannot be said of certain single men at (he head of vast combinations 
of private wealth." "There seems no longer to be any Nemesis to 
dog the evildoer. Men are today in all mouths infamous from active 
participation in some great scandal or fraud, — some stock operation 
or gambler’s conspiracy, some gold combination or Erie Railway 
war, some Credit Mobilier’s contractor's job or Hartford & Erie 
scandal, — ^and tomorrow a new outrage, in another quarter, works a 
sudden condonation of eadi offdice.”* 

Nevertheless this was also the age in which an Andrew Carnegie 
could rise rapidly from a "bobbin boy” earning $1,20 a week to a 
"captain of industry” dominating American steel productipn. It was 
the age when "success” was in the air; when Horace Gre^ey could 
say, "Young meni I. would have you believe that success in life is 

113. 
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within the reach of every one who will truly and nobiy seek it"; 
when Horatio Alger created his romantic heroes; and when William 
Makepeace Thayer wrote; “Religion requires the following very 
reasonable things of every young man, namely; that he should make 
the most of himself possible; that he should watch and improve his 
opportunities; that he should be industrious, upright, fahhful, and 
prompt; that he should task his talents, whether one or ten, to the 
utmost; that he should waste neither time nor money; tliat duty, 
and not pleasure or ease, should be his watchword. And all this is 
precisely what we have seen to be demanded of all young men in 
reliable shops and stores. Religion uses all the just motives of 
worldly wisdom, and adds thereto those higher motives that immor* 
tality creates. Indeed, we might say that rdigion demands success.”" 
The old Puritan code of virtuous and ascetic living was here inter- 
preted as an unfailing ladder to success. "Possess the Puritan virtues 
and ‘failure is impossible. Hot having them success is impossible.* 

At the beginning of the period now imder discussion, Noah Porter 
of Yale College spoke of "the duty which men owe to themselves to 
acquire and possess property as a means of supplying their wants,”** 
and referred to properly as “one of the inalienable and natural 
rights.”*" Against people who quoted passages from Scripture in 
their arguments against the amassing of large fortunes, Porter made 
it a point to reconcile Christian teachings with the new “gospel of 
wealth.” He wrote : “Many pointed and emphatic teachings of the 
New Testament in respect to die comparative worthlessness of riches, 
and the supreme obligation to abandon them at tlie call of duty, are 
interpreted as incompatible with the acquisition or retention of great 
wealth. 'Hie sudden and .uncompromising demands now and then 
made by Christ in his lifetime upon this and that professed disciple, 
to abandon or sell his fortune . . . should be interpreted ; . . as the 
assertion of general principles which respect the purposes only, rather 
than as universal precepts which are^to be applied to the conduct.”*" 
Morraver, Porter maintained, “to contend against the existing tenures 
and iaws of property as immoral, because they may involve exposure 
to moral evil, and to infer that therefore they are not binding on the 
conscience, may be criminal in various degrees of guilt, but is always 
a;i open offense against the state. . . . Property may be gained and 

OThayerj W. Ml, Push and Prhtfiph, 354. 
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held in the spirit of robbery; but property in itself is not robbery, 
but an arrangement to which man has a natural right which is 
sanctioned by the nature of man and the will of God.”^* "It is the 
duty of man to discover and apply the resources of the material 
world for the use and enjoyment of mankind."^' "The noblest and 
most inspiring representations of the future perfection of man, in ail 
moral and spiritual achievements, are fitly symbolized ... by the 
transformations of the face of nature as an effect of his skill and art 
on the one hand, and in sympathy with his improved character on 
the other.”** 

In a similar spirit, Mark Hopkins, President of Williams College, 
wrote; ‘'The Right to Property reveals itself through an original 
desire. . . . With no right to the product of his labor [ — ^shades of 
John Locke 1 — j no man would make a tool, or a garment, or build 
a shelter, or raise a crop. There would be no industry and no 
progress.”” "The acquisition of property is required by love, be- 
cause it is a powerful means of benefiting others. ... A selfish get- 
ting of property, though better than a selfish indolence or wasteful- 
ness, is not to be encouraged; but the desire of property working in 
subordination to the affections should be.”** And Hopkins quoted 
Chancellor Kent as saying: "The sense of property is graciously 
bestowed upon mankind for the purpose of rousing them from sloth 
and stimulating them to action. It leads to the cultivation of the 
earth, the institution of government, the establishment of justice, the 
acquisition of the comforts of life, the growth of the useful arts, 
the spirit of commerce, the productions of taste, the erections of 
charity, and the display of tlie benevolent affections.”** 

Toward the end of the period now under discussion, discordant 
notes could be heard on the American scene. When John D. Rocke- 
feller, speaking to the first graduating class of “his New University,” 
said, "The good Lord gave me my money and how could I withhold 
it from the University of Chicago?” he was only re-edioing what 
delegates to the National Baptist Educational Society convention 
had said when Rockefeller’s first gift of $600,000 to the university 
was announced: "The man who has given this money is a godly 
man” ; “It is the Lord’s doing. God has kept Chicago for us.” A 
writer- to tlie Independent Said : "No benefection has ever flowed 
from a purer Christian source.” But the Chicago Chrofticle com- 
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mented editorially: “ ‘The good Lord gave me my money I’ Let the 
rained refiners, the impoverished producers, the corrupted legislators 
of the oil belt stand as an answer to the blasphemy/'^ 

“But the picture of Daniel Drew, as pious an old cutthroat as ever 
scuttled a pool or squeezed a short, on his marrow bones praying the 
Lord for the success of a crooked Wall Street deal, so that he might 
endow his college of divine learning, is one which has provoked no 
end of mystery, scorn, and derision. For it is but a symbol of a 
phenomenon very familiar to the last generation and not wholly 
expunged from this one.** No stranger bedfellows ever lay down 
together in a man’s soul than this oddly assorted pair — ^religion and 
thrift — roommates in the breast of the business man — ^living together, 
as many people have believed, in sin.’’** 

2. The Philosophy of Andrew Carnegie 

In many respects the most outstanding spokesman for the new 
"gospel of wealth’’ was Andrew Carnegie, writer and steel magnate, 
“Captain of American industiy.’’ The very phrase, “gospel of 
wealth,” is his own.** 

In a sense this “new gospel” is a strange one, utterly one-sided 
in its romantic idealism, blissfully unaware of certain salient facts 
connected with unrestricted hisseg fairs, and almost completely silent 
about die “seamy side” of modern industrialism. 

Andrew Carnegie was convinced that “as a mle, there is more 
genuine satisfaction, a truer life, and more obtained from life in the 
bumble cottages of the poor than in the palaces of the rich” (xi-xii).** 
“It is,” he maintained, “because I know how sweet and happy and 
pure the home of honest poverty is, how free from perplexing care, 
from social envies and emulations, how loving and how united its 
members may be in the common interest of supporting the family, that 
I sympathize with the rich man’s boy and congratulate the poor man’s 
boy” (xU). Passages such as these, betraying the longings of a man 
disappointed or frustrated in femily relations for the happy days of 
his youth, are scattered through most of Carnegie's writings. In an 
essay entitled, "The Advantages of Poverty,” he says, for example; 
“Among many advantages arising, not from the transmission of 

. J, T,| Cod’s Gofd, Ths of RockefoUti^ end His Thno, 305^306. 
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hereditary wealth and position, but from the transmission of heredi- 
tary 'poverty and health,’ there is one which, to my mind, overweighs 
all the others combined. It is not permitted the children of king, 
millionaire, or noble to have father and mother in the close and 
realizing sense of these sacred terms. The name of father, and die 
holier name of mother, are but names to the child of the rich and 
the noble. To the poor boy these are the words he conjures with — 
his guides, the anchors of his soul, the objects of his adoration. , . . 
In his father he has had tutor, companion, counselor, and judge” 
(63). "Poor boys reared thus directly by their parents possess such 
advantages over those watched and taught by hired strangers, and 
exposed to the temptations of wealth and position, that it is not sur- 
prising they become the leaders in every branch of human action. 
They appear upon the stage, athletes trained for the contest, with 
sinews braced, indomitable wills, resolved to do or die. Such boys 
always have marched, and always will march, straight to the front 
and lead the world ; they are the epoch-makers" (64) . “It is not from 
the sons of the millionaire or the noble that the world receives its 
teachers, its martyrs, its inventors, its statesmen, its poets, or even 
its men of affairs. It is from the cottage of the poor that all these 
spring. We can scarcely read one among the few ‘immortal names 
that were not born to die,* or who has rendered exceptional service 
to our race, who had not the advantage of being cradled; nursed, and 
reared in the stimulating school of poverty,’*® According to Car- 
negie, therefore, "to abolish honest, industrious, self-denying poverty 
would be to destroy the soil upon which mankind produces the virtues 
which enable our race to reach a still higher civilization than it now 
possesses” (xiii). 

Nevertheless Carnegie is also convinced that “the contrast be- 
tween the palace of the millionaire and the cottage of the laborer 
with us today measures the change which has come with civilization” 
(1), and that “it is well, nay, essential, for the progress of the race 
that the houses of some should be homes for all that is highest and 
best in literature and the arts, and for ail the refinements of civiliza- 
tion, rather, than that none ^ould be so” (1), “Much better this 
great irregularity than universal squalor” ; for “a relapse to old con- 
ditions would be disastrous . . . and would sweep away civilization 
with if* (2). "Not evil, but good, has come to the race from the 
accumulation of wealth by those who have had the ability and energy 
to produce if’ (6). “The condition of the masses is satisfactory just 
in proportion as a country is blessed with millionaires” (52), 
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If this thesis is accepted, the question arises, of course, of how 
one may become a millionaire; and to tliis question Andrew Carnegie 
gives a specific answer. "The civili;^ man,” he says, “has no clearer 
duty than from early life to keep steadily in view the necessity of 
providing for the future of himself and those dependent upon him.”*® 
But the "duty to save ends when just money enough has been put 
aside to provide comfortably for those dependent upon us” ; for "it is 
not the aim of thrift ... to acquire millions." "The accumulation 
of millions is usually the result of enterprise and judgment, and some 
exceptional ability for organization. It does not come from savings 
in the ordinary sense of that word."®* Education, too, is only of 
minor importance; for "while the college student has been learning 
a little about the barbarous and petty squabbles of a far-distant past, 
or trying to master languages which are dead, such knowledge as 
seems adapted for life upon another planet than this, as far as busi- 
ness affairs are concerned — the future captain of industry is hotly 
engaged in the school of experience, obtaining the very knowledge 
required for his future triumphs.”*® “In the industrial department 
the trained mechanic is the founder and manager of famous concerns. 
In the mercantile, commercial and financial it is the poor office boy 
who has proved to be the merchant prince in disguise, who surely 
comes into his heritage. They are the winning classes. It is the poor 
clerk and the working mechanic who hnaily rule in every bran(± of 
affairs."*® "College graduates will usually be found under salaries, 
trusted subordinates."*® And if some of the "working mechanics" 
and "poor office boys” on their way to the top should fall in love with 
the "boss's daughter," Carnegie "does not advise any of them against 
it” ; for, "if you really love, you should overlook the objection that it 
is your employer’s daughter who has conquered, and that you may 
have to bear the .burden of riches.”®* 

Carnegie admits, of course, that a "liberal education" has its 
compensations — at least for all ffiose boys who "have means sufficient 
to insure a livelihood”; for it "gives a man who really absorbs it 
higher tastes and aims than the acquisition of wealth, and a world 
to enjoy, into which the mere millionaire cannot enter.”®* In the 
world of affairs. In business and industry, however, other values pre- 
vail and otlier interests dominate. An inescapable "Jaw of competi- 
tion” forces the individual to devote all his energies and ht$ complete 
determination to the accumulation of wealth. 
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rear, to await the next kindly revision as one of those things which 
cannot be quite understood, but which, meanwhile, it is carefully to 
be noted, are not to be understood literally" (42). Carnegie finds 
that "there is reason to believe” that the "forces of Christianity” 
cannot be "successfully arrayed against the business of the world— 
the accumulation of wealth.” "The parable of the talents bears in 
the other direction. It was those who had accumulated and even 
doubled their capital to whom the Lord said : 'Weil done, thou good 
and faithful servant : thou hast been faithful over a few things, I will 
make thee ruler over many- things: enter thou into the joy of thy 
Lord'" (74). 

Much depends, of course, on what the rich man does with his 
wealth. If he merely accumulates it in order to pass it on to his 
children and children’s children, then, according to Carnegie, be 
follows a “pernicious practice” (54-71) ; but if he “resolves to be- 
come a disciple of the gospel of wealth” (75), he will "set an example 
of modest, unostentatious living, shunning display or extravagance” ; 
he will "provide moderately for the legitimate wants of those de- 
pendent upon him” — ^although the term “moderate,” Carnegie con- 
cedes, is relative to the social strata; and, after doing so, he will 
"consider all surplus revenues which come to him simply as trust 
funds” and will become "the mere trustee and agent for hts poorer 
brethren, bringing to their service his superior wisdom, experience, 
and ability to administer, doing for them better than they would or 
could do for themselves” (15). In the idea! state, Carnegie contends, 
"the surplus wealth of the few” will thus become, "in the best sense, 
the property of the many, because administered for tlie common 
good." And in such a state this surplus wealth, "passing through 
the hands of the few," will become "a much more potent force for the 
elevation of our race than if distribute in small sums to the people 
themselves” (12), 

Rich men, therefore, should be thankful for at least "one ines- 
timable boon." "Th^ have it in their power during their lives to 
busy themselves in organizing benefactions from which the masses 
of Aeir fellows will derive lasting advantage, and thus dignify their 
own lives" (14).' Carnegie suggests that such "benefactions” may 
include "free libraries, parks, and means of recreation, by which men 
are helped in body and mind; works of art, certain to give pleasure 
and Improve public taste; and public institutions of various kinds 
[including hospitals], which will improve the general condition of 
Ae people” (21-42). If the rich man lives by this “gospel of wealth," 
“he may die leaving a sound business in which his capital remains, 
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but beyond this die poor, possessed of no fortune which was free 
for him to distribute, and therefore,” according to Carnegie, “not 
justly chargeable with belonging to the dlass which ‘lay up their 
treasure upon earth' ” (76). 

"The gospel of wealth,” Carnegie concludes, “but echoes Christ's 
words. It calls upon the millionaire to sell all that he hath and give 
it in the highest and best form to the poor by administering his estate 
himself for the good of his fellows. ... So doing, he will approach 
his end no longer the ignoble hoarder of useless millions; poor, very 
poor indeed. In money, but rich, very rich, twenty times a millionaire 
still, in the affection, gratitude, and admiration of his fellow^men, 
and — sweeter far — soothed and sustained by the still, small voice 
within, which, whispering, tells him that, because he has lived, per- 
haps one small part of the great world has been bettered just a little. 
This much is sure, against such riches as these no bar will be found 
at the gates of Paradise" (43-44). 

3. Henry George 

The cynics of the time contended that the idealism of the “gospel 
of wealth” as presented by Andrew Carnegie was flatly contradicted 
by the tactics and practices as well as by the general aims of his 
fellow millionaires, and some of these cynics had but little patience 
with the paternalistic attitude of this new gospel toward the broad 
masses of the people. Serious students of the social conditions of the 
time agreed with the cynics in many respects. 

As early as 1879 Henry George dedicated his widely read book. 
Progress and Poverty, "to those who, seeing the vice and misery 
that spring from the unequal distribution of wealth and privilege, feel 
the possibility of a higher social state and would strive for its attain- 
ment.” What stirred the minds of men like Henry George was the 
fact that "where the conditions to whicli material progress every- 
where tends. are most fully realized — ^that is to say, where population 
is densest, wealth greatest, and the machinery of production and 
exchange most highly developed — ^we find the deepest poverty, the 
sharpest, struggle for existence, and the most of enforced idleness” 
(6);“* and that ‘.‘the enormous increase' in productive power . . 

has no tendency to extirpate poverty .or to lighten the burdens of 
those compelled to toil*’ (8). 

Flatly contradicting some of Carnegie’s contentions, Henry 
George maintains that '*the tendency of what we call material progw 
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ress is in nowise to improve the condition of the lowest class in the 
essentials of healthy, happy human life” ; that, on the contrary, the 
tendency is "still further to depress the condition of the lowest class” 
(9). “Squalor and misery," he says, "and the vices and crimes that 
spring from them, everywhere increase as the village grows to the 
city, and the march of development brings the advantages of the im- 
proved methods of production and exchange” (9). 

' For Henry George, this association of poverty with progress is "the 
great enigma of our times,” "the central fact from which spring in- 
dustrial, social, and political difficulties that perplex the world” ( 10 ), 
the problem for the solution of which he developed his sweeping 
theory of a single tax based upon land values (406-421), and lor the 
amelioration of which he suggested far-reaching reforms in social 
organization and social life (454-472). As Henry George sees it — 
albeit with the one-sidedness of a fanatic — ^"the great cause of in- 
equality in the distribution of wealth is inequality in the ownership 
of land,” for it is this ownership "which ultimately determines the 
social, the political, and consequently the intellectual and moral con- 
dition of a people” (295). "Material progress cannot rid us of our 
dependence upon land; it can but add to the power of producing 
wealth from land; and hence, when land is monopolized, it might go 
on to infinity without increasing wages or improving the condition of 
those who have but their labor. It can but add to the value of land 
and the power which its possession gives” (296). Although, accord- 
ing to Henry George, labor alone creates true wealth, it cannot reap 
the benefits which advancing civilization brings because "every in- 
crease in the productive power of labor but increases rent — ^the price 
that labor must pay [to the owners of land], for the opportunity to 
utilize its powers” (283). Under such conditions, Henry George 
maintains, man "loses the essential quality of mankind” and becomes 
"a slave, a machine, a commodity — a filing, in some respects, lower 
than file animal” (285), 

Thus, according to Henry George, "the wide-spreaditig social evils 
which everywhere oppress men ^id an advancing civilization spring 
from a great primary wrong — the appropriation, as the exclusive 
property of some. men, of the land on which and from which all must 
live. From' this futidafnental injustice flow all the injustices which 
.distort' and endanger modern development, which condj^n the pro- 
ducer of wealth to poverty and pamper the nonproducer iii luxury, 
which rear the tenement house with the palace, plant the brothel be- 
hirid the church, and compel us to build prisons as we open new 
schools” (340-341). Jf the monopoly of land were abolished, so we 
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are told, there need be no fear of large fortunes; for in that case the 
riches of any individual would consist only of that wealth which is 
the product of labor, and “when everyone gets what he fairly earns, 
no one can get more than he fairly earns” (453). 

However, Henry George’s demand for social reforms found no 
sympathy among the disciples of the “gospel of wealth.” None other 
than Andrew Carnegie himself subjected George’s thesis to a search- 
ing criticism and wrote; “If asked what important law I should 
change, I must perforce say none; the laws are perfect.”®* The laws 
referred to by Carnegie are, of course, the laws which provided the 
political and judicial b^is for the unrestricted economic freedom of 
the closing decades of the nineteenth century; they are the laws 
which permitted, and even hicilitated, the accumulation of great 
fortunes. The Sherman Anti-Trust Act, for example, was not among 
diem. 


4. Thorstein Veblen 

Just before the turn of the century, in 1899, Thorstein Veblen 
published his “double-barreled” Theory of the Leisure Class. His 
thesis, stripped of all adumbration, was that “people above the line 
of bare subsistence, in this age and all earlier ages, do not use the sur- 
plus, which society has given them, primarily for useful purposes. 
They do not seek to expand their own lives, to live more wisely, in- 
telligently, understandingly, but to impress other people with the fact 
that they have a surplus.” Ways and means of creating that impres- 
sion — called by Veblen conspicuous consumption — consist in spend- 
ing money, time, and effort quite uselessly in the pleasurable business 
of indating the ego. “Superior people lord it over their pecuniary in- 
feriors by wasteful expenditures, whereupon the inferiors move 
heaven and earth to improve their status by spending to the limit 
themselves.”®® 

In Veblen’s hands this simple thesis becomes a broad theory of 
culture, encompassing social organisation and stratification from 
primitive “savage” tribes to modern industrial “communities,” and 
illuminating certain psychological aspects of societal living which 
otherwise remain inexplicable. This does not mean that Veblen’s 
theory is complete or that all of its implications are irrefutable. But 
it does mean that this “theory of the leisure class” is an important 

. B4 Carnegie, A., TWmn^Snnt Dimoeraey, 471. 

C/, Stuart Chase's ''ForewonI" to the Modem Library edition of Veblen's book, 
Tht Theory of the LetiHre Class, xiv-xv. Unlese otherwise indicated, all references 
are to this book. AH quotations by permission of The Viking Press, Inc., New York. 
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contribution to our understanding of society, and that it contains an 
essential truth which, henceforth, no philosopher of culture dare over* 
look. 

Veblen finds fiiat, as a rule, in primitive societies the “upper 
classes” — ^warriors and priests — ^are exempt from industrial employ- 
ments, and that this exemption is the economic expression of their 
superior rank (i). Basic to this social stratification is “in all bar- 
barian communities a profound sense of the disparity between man’s 
and woman’s work” (5). The man’s work “may produce to the 
maintenance of the group, but it is felt that it does so through an ex- 
cellence and efficacy of a kind that cannot without derogation be com- 
pared with the uneventful diligence of tlie women” (5) . The institu- 
tion of the leisure class, in other words, is “the outgrowth of an early 
discrimination between employments, according to which some em- 
ployments are worthy and others unworthy.” “The worthy employ- 
ments are those which may be classed as exploit; unworthy are those 
necessary everyday employments into whidi no appreciable element 
of exploit enters” (8), 

To be sure the grounds of discriraination change as the growth of 
culture proceeds. “What are recognized as the salient and decisive 
features of a class of activities or of a social class at one stage of 
culture will not retain the same relative importance for the purpose of 
classification at any subsequent stage. But the change of standards 
and points of view is gradual only, and it seldom results in the sub- 
version or entire suppression of a standpoint once accepted" (9) . No 
matter how far a culture has advanced, a distinction is still made be- 
tween occupations which are "worthy, honorable, noble,” and occupa- 
tions which are "unworthy, debasing, ignoble,” between occupations 
which are essentially a matter of exploit, and occupations which are 
essentially a matter of "drudgery.” And tliis distinction remains 
■fundamental ; for "the concept of dignity, wortli, or honor, as applied 
either to persons or conduct, is of first-rate consequence in the de- 
velopment of classes and of class distinctions” (15). 

According to Veblen “the early differentiation out of which the 
distinction between a leisure and a working class arises is a division 
maintained between men’s and women’s work in the lower stages of 
barbarism” (22) ; but since “the earliest form of ownership is an 
ownership of the women by the able-bodied men of the community” 
(22-23), "the emergence of a leisure class coinddes with the begin- 
ning of oVtmership” (22) and remains forever attached to ownership. 

Now “the motive that lies at the root of ownership is emulation; 
and the same motive of emulation continues active in the further de- 
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velopment of the institution to which it has given rise, and in the 
development of all those features of the social structure which this 
institution of ownership touches. The possession of wealth confers 
honor; it is an invidious distinction. Nothing equally cogent can be 
said for the consumption of goods nor for any other conceivable in- 
centive to the accumulation of wealth” (25-26). To be sure, in a 
community in which all goods are private property, the necessity of 
earning a livelihood is a powerful and ever-present incentive for the 
poorer members of the community (26) ; but “even in the case of 
these impecunious classes the predominance of the motive of physical 
want is not so decided as has sometimes been assumed” (26). "On 
the other hand, so far as regards those members and classes of the 
community who are chiefly concerned in the accumulation of wealth, 
the incentive of subsistence or of physical comfort never plays a con- 
siderable part. Ownership began and grew into a human institution 
on grounds unrelated to the subsistence minimum" (26) . 

At the beginning of cultural development property was booty; it 
was “trophies of the successful raid" (27). As culture advanced, the 
methods of obtaining property changed, but property itself remained 
the "conventional basis of esteem.” Its possession in some amount 
becomes necessary for a reputable standing in the community. "It 
becomes indispensable to accumulate, to acquire property, in order to 
retain one’s good name" (29). But, as the result of an associative 
transfer, it is the possession of wealth, rather than its successful 
acquisition, which becomes the basis of reputability, a "meritorious 
art," "Wealth is now itself intrinsically honorable and confers honor 
on its possessor” (29). "In order to stand well in the eyes of tlie 
community, it is necessary to come up to a certain, somewhat in- 
definite, conventional standard of wealth; just as in the earlier 
predatory stage it is necessary for the barbarian man to come 
up to the tribe's standard of physical endurance, cunning, and skill 
at arms. Anything in excess. of this normal amount is meritorious” 
(30). 

However, as soon as the possession of property becomes the basis 
for popular esteem, it becomes also the basis of self-respect. In a com- 
munity, therefore, in which all goods are private property, an in- 
dividual will find it extremely gratifying to possess something more 
than others. "But as fast as .a person makes, new acquisitions, and 
becomes accustomed to the resulting neW' standard of wealth, the new 
Mandard .forthwith ceases to afford appreciably greater satisfaction 
.than the earlier standard .did. The tendency in any case is constantly 
tQ.ntpke the present pecuniary standard the point of departure for a 
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fresh incrcAse in wealth ; and this in turn gives rise to a new standard 
of sufficiency and a new pecuniary classification of one’s sell as com- 
pared with one’s neighbors” (31). And since “the invidious com- 
parison can never become so favorable to the individual making it that 
he would not gladly rate himself still higher relatively to his com- 
petitors in the struggle for pecuniary reputability," the desire for 
wealth can never be satiated (31-32). 

There are, of course, other incentives to acquisition and accumu- 
lation of wealth than this desire to excd in pecuniary standing and to 
gain the esteem and envy of one’s fellow men. For instance “the 
desire for added comfort and security from want is present as a 
motive at every stage of the process of accumulation in a modern in- 
dustrial community" (32) ; and “the power conferred by wealth also 
affords a motive to accumulation” (32-33), It is Veblen’s conten- 
tion, however, that among the motives which lead men to accumulate 
wealth, the primacy, both in scope and intensity, belongs to the "mo- 
tive of pecuniary emulation” (34). 

For those persons for whom acquisition and emulation are possible 
only within the field of productive efficiency and thrift, the struggle 
for pecuniary reputability leads to an “increase of diligence and parsi- 
mony” (35-36). “But it is otherwise with the superior pecuniary 
class” (36). "For this class alto the incentive to diligence and thrift 
is not absent; but its action is so greatly qualified by the secondary 
demands of pecuniary emulation that any inclination in this direction 
is practically overborne and any incentive to diligence tends to be of 
no effect. The most imperative of these secondary demands of emula- 
tion, as well as the one of widest scope, is the requirement of absten- 
tion from productive work” (36). “In order to gain and to hold the 
esteem of men it is not sufficient merely to possess wealth or power. 
The wealth or power must be put in evidence, for esteem is awarded 
only on evidence. And not only does the evidence of wealth serve to 
impress one's importance on others and to keep their sense of his im- 
portance alive and alert, but it is of scarcely less use in building up and 
preserving one’s self-complacency. In all but the lowest stages of 
culture the normally constituted man is comforted and upheld in his 
self-respect by ‘decent surroundings’ and by exemption from ‘menial 
offices’ ” (36-37) . “Conspicuous abstention from labor ffierefore be- 
comes the conventional mark, of superior pecuniary achievement and 
the- conventional index, of reputability'' ,(38). As a result, “labor 
would unavoidably become dishonorable, as being an' evidence of 
poverty, even, if it were not already accounted indecorous under the 
ancient tradition” (39). 
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Abstention from labor, however, is “not only a honorific or meri- 
torious act,” it "presently comes to be a requisite of decency” (41) 5 
it becomes the conventional mark of social standing (41). And “this 
insistence on the meritoriousness of wealth leads to a more strenuous 
insistence on leisure" (41). 

It is important to note, however, that the term “leisure,” as used 
by Veblen, docs not connote indolence or quiescence. What it does 
connote is nonproductive consumption of time. "Time is consumed 
nonproductively, first, from a sense of the unworthiness of productive 
work, and second, as an evidence of pecuniary ability to afford a life 
of idleness” (43). Occupations indulged in by the “leisure class” are 
“government, war, sports, and devout observances.” And if it be 
argued that these occupations are still incidentally and indirectly 
“productive,” Veblen points out that it is decisive for his theory that 
“the ordinary and ostensible motive of the leisure class in engaging 
in these occupations is assuredly not an increase of wealth by pro- 
ductive effort” (40). Other modes of a nonproductive consumption 
of time Veblen sees in the “quasi-scholarly or quasi-artistic accom- 
plishments,” and in acquiring "a knowledge of processes and inci- 
dents which do not conduce directly to tlie furtherance of human life” 
— “the knowledge of the dead languages and the occult sciences ; of 
correct spelling; of syntax and prosody; of the various forms of 
domestic music and other household art; of the latest proprieties of 
dress, furniture, and equipage; of games, sports, and fancy-bred 
animals, such as dogs and race-horses” (45), 

Besides these accomplishments which may, in some sense, be re- 
garded as branches of learning, certain socisd facts of habit and dex- 
terity also constitute a characteristic nonproductive consumption of 
time. Among them are “manners and breeding, polite usage, de- 
corum, and formal and ceremonial observances generally” (4S-46). 
And since these facts are more immediately observable, they are also 
“more widely and more imperatively insist^ on as required evidences 
of a reputable degree of leisure” (46). “Decorum is a product and 
an exponent of leisure class life and thrives in full measure only under 
a regime of status” (46). “Refined tastes, manners, and habits of 
life are a useful evidence of gentility, because good breeding requires 
time, application, and expense, and can therefore not be compassed 
by those whose time and energy are taken up with work” (48-49). 
The value of manners thus lies in the fact that they are “the vouchers 
of a life of leisure” (49) . 

‘ Social status depending upon wealth can also be obtained or main- 
tained through “conspicuous consumption”- (68-101). The gentle- 
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man of leisure “not only consumes of the staff of life beyond the 
minimum required for subsistence and physical efficiency, but his 
consumption also undergoes a specialization as regards the quality of 
the goods consumed.” "He consumes freely of the best, in food, 
drink, narcotics, shelter, services, ornaments, apparel, weapons and 
accoutrements, amusements, amulets, and idols or divinities” (73). 
“As wealth accumulates on his hands, his own undivided effort will 
not avail to put his opulence sufficiently in evidence.” “The aid of 
friends and competitors is therefore brought in by resorting to the 
giving of valuable presents and expensive feasts and entertainments” 
(7S). The competitor in the struggle for pecuniary emulation is him- 
self made a means to an end. “He consumes vicariously for his host 
at the same time that he is a witness to the consumption of that excess 
of good things which his host is unable to dispose of single-handed, 
and he is also made to witness his host’s facility in etiquette” (75). 
‘‘Where leisure and consumption are performed vicariously by hendk- 
men and retainers, imputation of the resulting repute to ^e patron is 
effected by their residing near his person so that it may be plain to all 
men from what source they draw" (78). 

In the lower middle class “there is no pretense of leisure on the 
part of the head of the household. Throng force of circumstances it 
has fallen into disuse. But the middle-class wife still carries on the 
business of vicarious Idsure, for the good name of the household and 
its master” (81). 

Thus, as Veblen sees the whole of society, “the basis on which 
good rq)ute in any highly organized industrial community ultimately 
rests is pecuniary strength; and the means of showing pecuniary 
strength and so of gaining or retaining a good name, are leisure and 
a conspicuous consumption of goods. Accordmgly, both of these 
methods are in vogue as far down the scale as it remains possible; and 
in the lower strata in which the two methods are employed, both 
offices are in great part delegated to the wife and diildren of the 
household; Lower still, where any degree of leisure, even ostensible, 
has become impracticable for the wife, the conspicuous consumption 
of goods remains and is carried on by the wife and diildren. The man 
of the household also can do something in this direction, and, indeed, 
he commonly does ; but with a still lower descent into the levds of in- 
digence — along the margin of the slums — ^Uie man, and presently also 
the children, virtually cease to consume valuable goods for appear- 
ances, and the woman remains viituaily the sole exponent of the 
household’s pecuniary decency. No dass of society, not even the most 
abjectly poor, foregoes all customary' conspicuous consumption. The 
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last items of this category of consumption are not given tip except 
under stress of the direst necessity. Very much of squalor and dis- 
comfort will be endured before the last trinket or the last pretense of 
pecuniary decency is put away” (84-85). 

Both leisure and the conspicuous consumption of goods are mani- 
festations of pecuniary stren^h and, for tliis reason, constitute a basis 
of reputability. In contemporary society, however, they are no longer 
of equal significance. “TTie early ascendency of leisure as a pieans of 
reputability is traceable to the archaic distinction between noble and 
ignoble employments. Leisure is honorable and becomes imperative 
partly because it shows exemption from ignoble labor” (92). “The 
subsequent relative dodine in the use of conspicuous leisure as a 
basis of repute is due partly to an increasing relative effectiveness of 
consumption as an evidence of wealth,” and partly to an “instinct of 
workmanship” which “disposes men to look with favor upon pro- 
ductive efficiency and on whatever is of human use” (92-93). 

It is Veblen’s contention that many items of customary expendi- 
ture prove on analysis to be almost purely wasteful, in the sense of 
being incurred on the ground of an inviduous pecuniary comparison 
or of outdoing the Joneses. They are therefore “honorific only” 
(102). But after they have once become an integral part of one’s 
scheme of life, they become “more indispensable than much of that 
expenditure -which ministers to the ‘lower* wants of physical well- 
being or sustenance only” (103). The standard of expenditure 
whidi commonly guides our efforts is not the average, ordinary ex- 
penditure already achieved, but an ideal of consumption that lies just 
beyond our reach, or to reach which requires some strain. The mo- 
tive is emulation — ^the stimulus of an invidious comparison which 
prompts us to outdo those with whom we are in the habit of classing 
ourselves (103). 

“Each class envies and emufates the class next above it in the 
social scale, while it rarely compares Itself with those below or with 
those who are considerably in advance” (103-104). In this manner 
“all canons of reputability and decency, and all standards of consump- 
tion, ate traced back by insensible gradations to the usages and habits 
of thought of the highest social and pecuniary class^the wealthy 
leisure class.” “It is for this class to determine, in general outline, 
what scheme of life the community sliall accept as decent and honorific ; 
and it is their office by precept and example to set forth this scheme 
of social salvation in its highest, ideal form” (104); And since “the 
propensity for emulation Is probably the strongest and most-alert and 
persistent of the economic motives proper” (110), it follows that, as 
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soon as increased industrial efficiency makes it possible to procure 
the means of livelihood with less labor, “tlie energies of the indus- 
trious members of the community are bent to the compassing of a 
higher result in conspicuous expenditure, rather than slackened to a 
more comfortable pace’* (111). 

Since the human "proclivity to emulation" invests "consumable 
goods with a secondary utility as evidence of relative ability to pay" 
(154), the consumption of expensive goods is meritorious and “the 
goods which contain an appreciable element of cost in excess of what 
goes to give them serviceability for their ostensible mechanical pur- 
pose are honorific" (ISS), "The marks of superfluous costliness in 
the goods are therefore unattractive, if they show too thrifty an 
adaptation to the mechanical end sought and do not include a margin 
of expensiveness on which to rest a complacent invidious compari- 
son" (155). “Under the resulting standard of serviceability, no 
article will pass muster on the strength of material sufficiency alone. 
In order to possess completeness and full acceptability to die con- 
sumer, it must also show the honorific element" (157). 

Moreover, "the principle of conspicuous waste guides the forma- 
tion of habits of thought as to what is honest and reputable in life 
and in commodities*' (116). “The thief or swindler who has gained 
great wealth by his delinquency has a better chance tlian the small 
thief of escaping the rigorous penalty of the law; and some good 
repute accrues to him from his increased wealth and from his spend- 
ing the irregularly acquired possessions in a seemly manner. A well- 
bred expenditure of his booty especially appeals with great effect to 
persons of a cultivated sense of die proprieties, and goes far to miti- 
gate the sense of moral turpitude with which his dereliction is viewed 
1^ them" (117-118). "All that considerable body of morals that 
clusters about the concept of an inviolable ownership is itself a psycho- 
logical precipitate of the traditional meritoriousness of wealth" 
(118)., 

- Since the leisure class is in great measure Weltered from the stress 
of economic exigencies in a modem industrial community, It is the 
conservative class. Its “office in social evolution** is to “retard the 
movement and to conserve .what is obsolescent" (198). Its opposi- 
tion to change in the cultural scheme is "an instinctive revulsion at 
any departure from the accepted way of doing and of looking at 
tbmgs**"(199); But since conservatism is thus a characteristic of the 
wealditer and therefore more reputable portion of the community, it 
has itself “acquired a certain honorific or decorative value" (199). 
Innovation, on ffie other hand, “being a lower class phenomenon, is 
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vulgar,” is “bad form” (200). The institution of a leisure class thus 
“hinders cultural development immediately by the inertia proper to 
the class itself, through its prescriptive example of conspicuous waste 
and of conservatism, and indirectly through that system of unequal 
distribution of wealth and sustenance on which the institution itself 
rests” (205). “By force of class interest and instinct, and by precept 
and prescriptive example,” it makes for "the perpetuation of the 
existing maladjustments of institutions, and even favors a reversion 
to a somewhat more archaic scheme of life” (207), Finally, since the 
relation of the propertied nonindustrial or leisure class to the eco- 
nomic process is a “pecuniary relation — a relation of acquisition, not 
of production; of exploitation, not of serviceability” (209) — ^the 
leisure class guides institutional growth toward those “pecuniary 
ends which shape leisure-class economic life” (210) ; and this “bent 
given to the growth of economic institutions by the leisure-class in- 
fluence is of very considerable industrial and cultural influence” 
( 211 ). 

As Veblen views it, “the collective interests of any modern com- 
munity center is industrial efficiency. The individual is serviceable 
for the ends of the community somewhat in proportion to his ef- 
ficiency in the productive employments, vulgarly so called. This col- 
lective interest is best served by honesty, diligence, peacefulness, 
good-will, an absence of self-seeking, and an habitual recognition and 
apprehension of causal sequence, without admixture of animistic be- 
lief and without a sense of dependence on any preternatural interven- 
tion in the course of events” (227). “On the other hand, the im- 
mediate interest of the individual under the competitive regime is best 
served by shrewd trading and unscrupulous management. The char- 
acteristics named above as serving the interests of the community are 
disserviceable to the individual, rather than otherwise. . . . Under 
the regime of emulation the members of a modern industrial com- 
munity are rivals, each of whom will best attain the individual, and 
immediate advantage if, through an exceptional exemption from 
scruple, he is able serenely to overreach and injure his fellows when 
the chance offers” (228-229). The “pecuniary employments” of the 
leisure class thus tend “to conserve and to cultivate certain of the 
predatory aptitudes and the predatory animus” (229). Tliey “give 
proficiency in the general line of practices comprised under fraud” 
(230). They are the employments directly connected with ownership 
and with the acquisition and accumulation of wealth. In their "best 
and clearest development” they “make up the economic office of the 
'captain of industry' ” (230). But the banker and the lawyer share 
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the “feputability” of the “captain of industry” — the banker because 
banking is suggestive of “large ownership," and the lawyer because 
he is “exclusively occupied with the details of predatory fraud" 
(231) . “Mercantile pursuits are only half-way reputable, unless they 
involve a large element of ownership and a small element of useful- 
ness” (231-232). Whereas “manual labor, or even the work of di- 
recting mechanical processes, is of course on a precarious footing as 
regards respectability” (232). 

Even Veblen admits, however, that there is another side to the 
picture. The leisure class, being in some degree sheltered from the 
stress of industrial activity, can afford an “exceptionally great pro- 
portion of reversions” to the peaceable pursuits of culture. There is 
thus "an appreciable proportion of the upper classes whose inclina- 
tions lead them into philanthropic work, and there is a considerable 
body of sentiment in the class going to support efforts of reform and 
amelioration" (234). It is primarily the class of the '*nouveaux ar- 
nv6i* which exemplifies the predatory traits; for, in order to reach 
the upper levels, “the aspirant must have, not only a fair average 
complement of die pecuniary aptitudes, but he must have these gifts 
in such an eminent degree as to overcome very material difficulties 
that stand in the way of his ascent” (235). Like the "ideal delin- 
quent,” he must be unscrupulous in the conversion of goods and per- 
sons to his own ends, and must be callous in disregarding the feelings 
and wi^es of others and “the remoter effects of his actions” (237). 
“In the later and farther development of the pecuniary culture, the 
requirement of withdrawal from the industrial process in order to 
avoid social odium is carried so far as to comprise abstention from 
the emulative employments” (352) or the development of radically 
different practices. The memtos of the well-to-do class become pa- 
trons of art, literature, or science (381). It must be noted, however, 
that even the position of a patron is one of “status." “Hie scholar 
under patronage jierforms the duties of a learned life vicariously for 
his patron, to whom a certain repute inures after the manner of the 
good repute imputed to a master for whom any form of vicarious 
leisure is performed” (382). The support of the arts and the sciences 
is but another form of conspicuous consumption. And so the circle 
is closed. The whole of culture bears the imprint of the standards and 
attitudes of the leisure class. Such, at least, is Thorstein Veblen’s 
contention. 



Chapter 13 

SANTAYANA AND THE LIFE OF REASON 

1. Introduction 

Whether or not the contentions of Andrew Carnegie, Henry 
George, or Thorstein Veblen are to be regarded as philosophy may 
be a matter of opinion; for these writers were primarily concerned 
with problems of the day and with issues whicli were the inevitable 
corollaries of a rising industrialism in America. All of them dealt 
with wealth, its ramifications and entailments. In a sense, therefore, 
their writings might be considered as belonging to the field of eco> 
nomics rather than to that of philosophy. Never^eless the philosoph> 
ical overtones, the conflict of values, the analysis of presuppositions, 
and the attempts at broad cultural understanding are in evidence 
everywhere in the writings of these men and justify the inclusion of 
their works in a general history of philosophical ideas. If these 
authors do not give us acceptable solutions, they at least call our at- 
tention to problems demanding philosophical analysis and evalua> 
tion : and if they fail to persuade us to an acceptance of their respec> 
tive theses, it is perhaps only because they themselves were too deeply 
and too directly involved in the issues of their time, defending or at- 
tacking prevailing practices — ^bedhuse they were crusaders as well as 
analysts, advocates as well as judges. It is otherwise with George 
Santayana; for Santayana’s "most striking single attribute" and "the 
key to his temperament and to his philosophy" Is detachment ^ — 
withdrawal from the Immediate present and an attempt to view sub 
species eternitoHs whatever problems are under consideration. 

In the present chapter we are concerned exclusively with Santa- 
yan8‘s first monumental work. The Life of Reason* His other 
writings will be considered in a different context* 

1 HowgBte, G. W., Gforg* Smtayena, 2, 

SThis work, published in 1905-190S, consists of five volumes: I, Raoiou {» Cmmpn 
S*iu»; n, Jieatou h Speitfr/ HI, Rsaseit in ReUgian/ IV, Ktaton in 4rt; V, Rtium 
in ScteNCf. Unless'othervfiM indicated, idl tefeKUccs vtUl be to' tbesb v«d\tmss. But thfc 
mder Is elso referred to the Modern Library eompilstion of representative, sdeetlons 
entitled, Tht Philosophy of Sontoymia, with an introductory essay Iw Irwin Bdmsn • 
and to the Santayana volume in the Library of Living Fbilosophera, Paul Arthur 
ScbiliiPi, editor, Ths Philosophy of Ctorgs Santoyana, 

^ auot**!*®* twin The Life of Rsoson by permission of Charles Scribner's Sons, 

linblisbers. «See Chapter 18. ' 

afia 
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The theme of the five volumes of TVw Life of Reason is clearly de- 
fined. In Edman’s words, “It is the consideration by a highly culti- 
vated mind, by a sympathetic (though sometimes amused) observer 
of ‘the phases of human progress,’ of the attempts of mankind, as 
reveaied in society, art, religion, and science, to live a rational life,”* 
It must be noted, however, that “by a rational life Santayana does 
not mean a life lived according to some logic laid down in advance, 
but a life lived as a liarmonious realization of ideals, themselves re- 
flective modifications of the impulses of an animal born into a world 
whose conditions must be taken into account if those ideals are to 
be . . . fulfilled.’’" The five volumes together thus constitute “a 
philosophy of civilization and a moral review of it.’’® Dewey spoke 
of them as “the most adequate contribution America has yet made, 
always excepting Emerson, to moral philosophy.” 

vi/hen, twenty years after its first publication, Santayana pub- 
lished the second edition of The Life of ReasoUj he said in the preface : 
“There is hardly a page that would not need to be rewritten, if it were 
perfectly to express my present feelings. . . . [But] there has been 
no change in my deliberate doctrine; only some changes of mental 
habit. I now dwell by preference on other perspectives. . . . What lay 
before in the background — nature — ^has come forward, and the life 
of reason, which then held the center of the stage, has receded. . . . 
The life of reason has become in my eyes a decidedly episodical 
thing. ... I cannot take every phase of art or religion or philosophy 
seriously, simply because it takes itself so. These things seem to me 
less tragic fiian they did, and more comic; and 1 am less eager to 
choose and to judge among them, as if only one form could be right.” 
These changes in “perspectives” in Santayana’s own thinking, how- 
ever, need not concern us at this time; for it is the text of the five 
volumes and the ideas developed in that text, not what Santayana 
thought of that text or of those ideas twenty years later, that m^e a 
deep inqnession upon American philosophy. 

As Santayana, in the text of his work, views the history of 
progress, that history is “a moral drama, a tale man might unfold 
in a great autobiography” (I, 1) ; and the term, “life of reason,” is 
“a name for that part of experience which perceives and pursues 
ideals — all -conduct so controlled and all sense so fhterpreted as to 
perfect natural happiness” (I, 3). < ■ 

' For 'Santayana, “reason and humanity begin With' the union of 
instinct and ideation, when instinct becomes enlightened, establishes 

■ * The Philosophy of Santayana, op, cil.j xv-3cvi. 

9 Ibid,, xvi. 

3 cvi, See also Munitx, M. K,, The Moral Philosophy of Santayana, 41-86. 
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value in its objects, and is turned from a process into an act, while 
at the same time consciousness becomes practical and cognitive, be* 
ginning to contain some symbol or record of the coordinate realities 
among which it arises” (I, 5). Reason thus requires the "fusion of 
two types of life,” "one a life of reflection expressed in religion, 
science, and the imitative arts” (I, 5), If these two elements — 
impulse and ideation — ^were ever wholly divorced, man would 
be reduced "to a brute or to a maniac” (I, 6). In the life of reason, 
however, — ^in the "happy marriage” of impulse and ideation — “if it 
were brought to perfection,” "all reflection would be applicable in 
action and all action fruitful in happiness” (I, 5). Such a life would 
be “man’s imitation of divinity” (I, 7). 

In 1905-1906 Santayana found that philosophy as a “critique of 
human progress” did not exist (I, 8). As he views the scene, “a 
great imaginative apathy has fallen on the mind. One-half the learned 
world is amused in tinkering obsolete armor, as Don Quixote did 
his helmet. . . . The other half, the naturalists who have studied 
psychology and evolution, look at life from the outside, and the 
processes of Nature make them forget their uses” (1, 9). Santayana, 
therefore, regards it as his problem "to unite a trustworthy con- 
ception of the conditions under which man lives with an adequate con- 
ception of his interests” (I, 28). It is his task “not to construct but 
only to interpret ideals, confronting them with one another and with 
the conditions which, for the most part, they alike ignore” (1, 32). 
As Santayana sees it, "there is no need of refuting anything, for the 
will which is behind all ideals and behind most dogmas cannot itself 
be refuted. . . . The age of controversy is past; that of interpretation 
has succeeded” (I, 32). More specifically, therefore, Santayana’s 
program is this: "Starting with the immediate flux, in which all 
objects and impulses are given, ... to note what facts and purposes 
seem to be primary, to show how the conception of nature and life 
gathers around them, and to point to the ideads of thought and action 
which are approached by this gradual mastering of experience by 
reason” (1, 32). 


2. Reason in Common Sense 

In some respects Volume I of The Life of Reason, Reason in 
Compton Sense, is the most important of the five volumes. It traces 
"the gradual evolution of man from vegetative consciousness to the 
rational life.”’ 


7 C/. Hovgate, pfi, ell,, 109. 
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Huntan life, Santa}rana maintains, “when it begins to possess 
intrinsic value, is an incipient order in the midst of what seems a 
vast, though, to some extent, a vanishing chaos,” “This reputed 
chaos can be deciphered and appreciated by man only in proportion 
as the order in himself is confirmed and extended” (I, 38) . In other 
words, “although the universe may not have come from chaos, 
human experience certainly has begun in a private and dreamful 
chaos of its own, out of which it still only partially and momentarily 
emerges,” “The history of this awakening” is not the history of 
the “environing world ultimately discovered,” but the history of that 
discovery, of “the knowledge through which the world can be re- 
vealed” (I, 39). 

Reason, as “practical consciousness” (I, 38), was born into “a 
world already wonderfully organized, in which it found its precursor 
in what is called life, its seat in an animal body of unusual plasticity, 
and its function in rendering that body’s volatile instincts and sensa- 
tions harmonious with one another and with the outer world on 
which they depend” (I, 40). “Reason has thus supervened at the 
last stage of an adaptation whidi had long been carried on by irra- 
tional and even unconscious processes” (I, 40), But “the irrational 
fate that lodges the transcendental self in this or that body, inspires it 
with definite passions, and subjects it to particular buffets from the 
outer world — this is the prime condition of all observation and in- 
ference, of aii fiiilure or success” (I, 43). Therefore, what we first 
discover in ourselves is the working of instincts already in motion 
(I, 43), Impulse checked by experiment, and experiment judged 
again by impulse, are the first and persistent guides in' our life of 
reason (1, 44). “When definite interests are recognized and the 
values of things are estimated by that standard, action at the same 
time veering in harmony with that estimation, &en reason has been 
born and a moral world has arisen” (I, 47). 

When consciousness awakes, the ^dy already possesses a definite 
organization. “Without guidance from reflection ixxly processes have 
been going on, and most precise affinities and reactions have been set 
up between its organs and the surrounding objects. On these affini- 
ties and reactions sense and intellect are grafted. ... It is as the 
organs receive appropriate stimulations that attention is riveted on 
definite sensations. It is as the system exercises its natural activities 
that passion, will, and meditation possess the mind. . . . The living 
organism, caught in the act, informs us how to reason and what to 
enjoy, liie soul adopts the body’s arms from the body and from its 
instincts she draws a first hint of the right means to those accepted 
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purposes. Thus reason enters into partnersliip with the world. , . . 
Reason is significant in action only because it has begun by taking, so 
to speak, the body’s side” (I, 62). 

The first task of intelligence is to represent the environing reality 
as “a cosmos in space and time, an animated material engine called 
nature” ; and thus, "in trying to conceive nature the mind lisps its 
first lesson” (I, 64). A slow process of learning and of integrating 
the "shocks” and persistent impressions of experience, of memories, 
associations, and expectations, ultimately culminates in some sort of 
conception of reality. The notion of an independent and permanent 
world is thus "an ideal term used to mark and as it were to justify the 
cohesion in space and the recurrence in time of recognizable groups 
of sensations” (I, 82-83). 

But when the mind has learned to distinguish external objects and 
to attribute to them a constant size, shape, and potency, in spite of 
the variety and intermittence ruling in direct experience, there yet 
remains a great work to do before attaining a clear, even a superficial, 
view of the world (I, 118); for "primitive experience is sporadic 
and introduces us to detached scenes separated by lapses in our senses 
and attention” ; the scenes do not "hamg together in any local con- 
tiguity” (I, 119). "To construct a chart of the world is a difficult 
feat of Synthetic imagination, not to be performed without speculative 
boldness and a heroic insensibility to claims of fancy” (I, 119). 

But "the theory that all real objects and places be together in one 
even and homogeneous space, conceived as similar in its constitution 
to the parts of extension of whidi we have immediate intuition, is a 
theory of the greatest practical importance and validity. By its light 
we carry on all our affairs, and the success of our action while we 
rely upon it is the best proof of its truth. The imaginative parsimony 
and discipline whicli such a theory involves are balanced by the 
immense extension and certitude it gives to knowledge. It is at 
once an act of allegiance to nature and a Magna Charts which mind 
imposes on the ^annous world” (I,. 120-121). Nevertheless ■ “to 
conceive that all nature malces one system is only a beginning: the 
articulation of natural life has still to be' discovered in detail and, 
what is more, a similar articulation has tp be given to the psychic 
world which now, by ffie very act that . constitutes nature and 
nukes her consistent, appears at her side or rather, in her. bosom" 
(it, 121). It is useful to remember, however, that "the. unification 
of nature is eventual and theoretical,” for otherwise "the relation 
of the natural world to poetry, metaphysics, and religion will never 
become intelligible’' (I, 121). 
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It is Santayana’s contention that what enables men to perceive 
the unity of nature is the unification of tlieir own wills (I, 123). 
"Let some sobering passions, some serious interest, lend perspective 
to the mind, and a point of reference will immediately be given for 
protracted observation ; then the laws of nature will begin to dawn 
upon thought. Every experiment will become a lesson, every event 
will be remembered as favorable or unfavorable to the master- 
passion" (1, 123 ) . And upon the basis of such experiences the edifice 
of nature will be built. 

Those objects, however, “which cannot be incorporated into the 
one space which the understanding envisages,” are relegated to the 
realm of the imagination (I, 124). They now form “the sphere of 
mind, the sphere of memory, fancy, and the passions" (1, 124). The 
discrimination between the realms of objects thus leads to the genesis 
ofmind^ (1, 124) — ^not of transcendental mind, but “of mind as a de- 
terminate form of being, a distinguishable part of the universe known 
to experience atid discourse, the mind that unravels itself in medi- 
tation, inhabits animal bodies, and is studied in psychology’ (1, 125). 
Mind, in other words, as a determinate form of being, “is the residue 
of existence, the leavings, so to speak, and parings of experience 
when the material world has been cut out of the whole cloth" (1, 125). 

The first assignment of objects to the sphere of space and, there- 
fore, to the realm of nature is made largely on the basis of impulse 
and instinct,' but “reflection underlines in the chaotic Continuum of 
sense and longing those aspects that have practical significance; it 
selects the efficacious ingredients in the world" (I, 125) and every 
forward step toward the dearer definition of the “trustworthy" 
objects which constitute the realm of nature. “At first much para- 
sitic matter clings to the dynamic skeleton” which gradually emerges 
as the structure of the world. Nature is at first conceived mythically, 
dramatically, and ‘retains much of the unintelligible, sporadic habit 
of animal experience itself. "But as attention awakes and discrim- 
ination, practically inspired, grows firm and stable, irrelevant quali- 
ties are stripped off, and the mechanical process, the efficacious 
infallible order, is clearly disclosed beneath" (I, 125-126). “Mean- 
time the incidental effects, die 'secondary qualities,' are relegated to 
a personal inconsequential region; they constitute the realm of ap- 
pearance, the' realm of mind’-' (I, 126). 

ypon doser Investigation Santayana finds that “the most rudi- 
menta^ apperception, recognition, or expectation, is already a case 
of -representative cognitioA, of transitive thought resting in a per- 
manent essence" (I, 167) •, “Memory is an obvious case of the same 
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thing; for the past^ in its truth, is a system of experiences in relation, 
a system now non-existent and never, as a system, itself experienced, 
yet confronted in retrospect and made the ideal object and standard 
for all historical thinking” (I, 167). An idea, therefore, is "nothing 
but a sensation apperceived and rendered cognitive, so that it en- 
visages its own recognized character as its object and ideal” Yellow- 
ness, for example, is only "some sensation of yellow raised to the 
cognitive power and employed as the symbol for its own specific 
essence” (I, 169). But once this cognitive transformation has been 
achieved, the idea is "capable of entering as a term into rational dis- 
course and of becoming the subject or predicate of propositions 
eternally valid” (I, 169). “A thing, on the contrary, is discovered 
only when the order and grouping of such recurring essences can 
be observed, and when various themes and strains of experience are 
woven together into elaborate progressive harmonies” (I, 169). 
Thus "when consciousness first becomes cognitive of causes, that is, 
when it becomes practical, it perceives things” (1, 169). Ideas, there- 
fore, are prior in the order of knowledge, but things are prior in the 
order of nature (I, 170). 

"The Life of Reason, the comprehension of causes and pursuits 
of aims, begins precisely where instinctive operation ceases to merely 
be such by becoming conscious of its purposes and representative of 
its conditions,” where "logical forms of thought impregnate and 
constitute practical intellect” (I, 176). However, "If practical in- 
stinct did not stretch what is given into what is meant, reason could 
never recognize the datum for a copy of an ideal object” (1, 186). 
Logic, therefore, always depends upon fact for its importance (I, 
198), but the "recognition of facts themselves is an application of 
logical principles” (I, 199). 

Santayana thus finds that consciousness is "the expression of 
bodily life and the seat of all its values. Its place in the natural world 
is like that of its own ideal products, art, religion, or science; it 
translates natural relations into synthetic and ideal symbols by which 
things are interpreted with reference to the interests of consciousness 
itself’ (I, 207). The way in which, and the extent to which, it 
achieves the symbolic representation in society, religion, art, and 
science constitute the real l^fe of Reason. 

One last point must be noted. If we intend to evaluate the prac- 
tical achievements of consciousness, of. reason, we must adopt a 
^ndard of. judgment, It is, of course, relatively easy to evaluate 
the efficacies of means when the end to be achieved is known; but 
"before we can assure ourselves that reason has been manifest^ in 
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any given case, we must make out the reasonableness of the ideal that 
inspires us" (I, 256). 

Santayana contends that "demands could not be misdirected, 
goods sought could not be false, if the standard by which they are to 
be corrected were not constructed out of them" (I, 257-258). "An 
ideal representing no living interest would be irrelevant to practice" 
(I, 259). We have here discovered at least one condition which the 
ideal must fulfill: "it must be a resultant or synthesis of impulses 
already afoot" (I, 260). Hence, according to Santa 3 ^a, "the only 
sense in which an ultimate end can be established and become a test 
of general progress is this : that a harmony and co-operation of im- 
pulses should be conceived, leading to the maximum satisfection pos- 
sible in the whole community of spirits affected by our action" 
(I, 256). In the face of such an ideal, "particular demands forfeit 
their authority and the goods to which a particular being may aspire 
cease to be ateolute" ; even the satisfaction of desire “comes to appear 
an indifferent or unholy thing when compared or opposed to the ideal 
to be realized” (I, 257). 

"Could each impulse, apart from reason, gain perfect satisfaction, 
it would doubtless laugh at justice. . . . But perfect satisfaction is 
what an irresponsible impulse can never hope for: all other impulses 
. ; . have possession of the field through their physical basis. They 
offer effectual resistance to a reckless intruder” (I, 265-266) . This 
conflict of impulses, desires, and wills gives reason its chance, "For 
conscience the object of an opposed will is an evil, for reason it is a 
good on the same ground as any other good, because it is pursued 

a natural impulse and can bring a real satisfaction. Conscience, 
in fine, is a party of moral strife, reason an observer of it who, how- 
ever, plays the most important and beneficent part in the outcome 
by suggesting the terms of peace” (I, 265), for “reason as such 
represents or rather constitutes a single formal interest, the interest 
in harmony” (1,267). 


3. Reason in Society 

From the discussions in the preceding section it has become clear, 
I believe, that for, Santayana "man is an animal, a portion of the 
natural flux."' '"The. consequence is that [man’s] nature has a mov- 
ing center, his functions an external reference, and his ideal a fine 
ideality. What he-strives to preserve, in preserving himself, is some- 
thing which he never has been at any particular moment. , . . His 
goal is in a sense beyond him, since it is not his experience, but a 
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form which all experience ou|^t to receive. The inmost texture of 
his being is propulsive, and tliere is nothing more intimately bound 
up with his success than mobility and devotion to transcendent aims” 
(11, 3). Moreover, the body itself is “a tabernacle, in which the 
transmissible human spirit is carried for a while, a shell for the im- 
mortal seed that dwells in it and has created it” (I, 4-S). Reproduc- 
tion, therefore, is primary. It “initiates life and remains at life’s core” 
(II, 5) ; its essence is ideal (II, 6), 

if viewed in this natural content, love, that “truly primitive and 
initiatory passion” (II, 7) indispensable to the whole human drama, 
has “an animal basis” ^t “an ideal object” (II, 8). It is “a brilliant 
illustration of a principle everywhere discoverable: namely, that hu- 
man reason lives by turning &e friction of material forces into the 
light of ideal goods” (II, 9). 

As far as Santayana is concerned, “there can be no philosophic 
interest in disguising the animal basis of love, or in denying its spir- 
itual sublimations, since all life is animal in its origin and all spiritual 
in its possible fruits” (II, 9). However, “it was a terrible misfortune 
in man's development that he should not have been able to acquire 
the higher functions without deranging the lower” (11, 16). Man, in 
becoming more complex, becomes also less stably organized (II, 16), 

As a consequence of the “derangements,” reflection and public 
opinion come to condemn what in itself was perfectly innocent (II, 
17). And because no inward adjustment can possibly correspond to 
the “conventional barriers and compartments of life, a war between 
nature and morality breaks out both in society and in each particular 
bosom — a war in which every victory is a sorrow and every defeat a 
dishonor” (II, 17). ”As one instinct after another becomes furious 
or disorganized, cowardly or criminal, under these artificial restric- 
tions, the public and private conscience turns against it all its forces, 
necessarily without nice discrimination. . . . [And] the disorder in 
man’s life and disposition, when grown intolerable, leads. him to 
condemn the very elements out of which order might have been 
constituted, and to mistake his total confusion for his total depravity” 
(II, 1748), 

Love, to which reference has already been made as the moving 
force in .the whole human drama, is, according to Santayana, also 
the fundamental bond joining human beings into a community. It 
would be mere sophistry, however, to pretend that "love is or ^ould 
be nothing but a moral bond, the sympathy of two kindred spirits 
or the union of two lives.” 'Tor su(^ an effect no passion, would be 
needed” (II, 21). Actually, so Santayana maintains, love itself does 
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not appear "until a sexud affinity is declared” (U, 21). "Nature 
had a problem to solve in sexual reproduction which would have 
daunted a less ruthless experimentor. She had to bring together 
automatically, and at the dictation, as they felt, of their irresponsible 
wills, just the creatures that by uniting might reproduce the species” 
(11, 23) ; and she solved her problem by endowing man with a 
powerful instinct that can be sublimated into love. What the lover 
comes upon is "truly persuasive, and witnesses to itsdf, so that he 
worships from the heart and beliolds what he worships” (11, 31). 

As a consequence "the lover knows much more about absolute 
good and universal beauty than any logician or theologian, unless 
the latter, too, be lovers in disguise” (II, 30) . Moreover, "love is 
a fine natural religion ; it has a visible cult, it is kindled by natural 
beauties and bows to the best symbol it may find for its hope; it 
sanctifies a natural mystery; and, finally, when understood, it recog- 
nizes that what it worshipped under a figure was truly the principle 
of all good” (II, 32). 

But love, according to Santayana, "would never take so high a 
flight unless it sprung from something profound and elementary. It 
is, accordingly, most truly love when it is irresistible and fatal” 
(II, 32). “The substance of all passion, if we could gather it to- 
gether, would be the basis of all ideals, to which all goods would have 
to refer. Love actually accomplishes something of the sort; being 
primordial it underlies other demands, and can be wholly satisfied 
only by liappiness which is ultimate and comprehensive” (II, 32), 

Santayana's thesis, in brief, is that all spiritual interests are sup- 
ported by animal life; that in animal life tlie generative function is 
fundamental; and that it is therefore no pai'adox, but altogether 
fitting, that if that function realized all it comprises, nothing human 
would remain outside. "Love yearns for the universe of values." 

And yet "love is but a prelude to life, an overture in which the 
theme of the impending work is exquisitely hinted at, but which re- 
mains nevertheless only a symbol and a promise” (II, 35), It is the 
natural basis of family life; but the family as a social institution in- 
volves slow growth toward an ultimate ideal (II, Chapter II). As it 
spr^ds out into other and varied social relations, it becomes the 
community and the state; and "if a steadfast art of living is to super- 
vene upon instinct and dream,” wealth, safety, and variety of pursuits 
are all requisite. "For the Life of Reason civilization is a necessary 
condition” (II, 63; Chapter III). . ' ^ 

Natural society, Santayana contends, "begins at home and radi- 
ates over the world, as mdre.and more things become tributary to 
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our personal being.” "In marriage and the family, in industry, gov- 
ernment, and war, attention is riveted on temporal existences, on 
tire fortunes of particular bodies, natural or corporate” (II, 137). 
“All spirit must be the spirit of something, and reason could not 
exist or be conceived at all unless a material organism, personal or 
social, lay beneath to give preference a direction” (II, 137). "The 
mind spreads and soars in proportion as the body feeds on the sur- 
rounding world” (II, 139). 

As the mind grows, every experience of victory, eloquence, or 
beauty is a momentary success in the organism's reactive adaptation 
to the world, and if repeated and sustained becomes a spiritual pos- 
session (II, 139-140). But "society also breeds its ideal harmonies.” 
“At first it establishes aff^ations between beings naturally con- 
joined in the world; later it grows sensitive to free and spiritual 
affinities, to oneness of mind and s)mipathetic purposes” (II, 140) ; 
and the ideal affinities, although grounded on material relations, “do 
not have those relations for their theme but rest on them merely 
as on a pedestal from which they look away to their own realm” 
(II, 140). 

The ideal society, i.e., the society of ideal affinities, is thus a 
“drama aiacted exclusively in the imagination” (II, 140). “Its per- 
sonages are all mythical, beginning with that brave protagonist who 
calls himself / and speaks all the soliloquies. When most nearly 
material these personages are human souls — ^the ideal life of partic- 
Vdar bodies, or floating mortal reputations— echoes of those ideal 
lives in one another. From this relative substantiality they &de into 
notions of country, posterity, humanity, and the gods” (II, 140). 
The “free” or “ideal" society thus “differs from that whldi is natural 
and legal precisely in this, that it does not cultivate relations which 
in the last analysis are experienced and material, but turns exclu- 
sively ... to collaborations in an ideal world” (II, 146). It rests, 
of course, upon a natural basis, but it has ideal goals (II, 146). 
Friendship < 1 ^ comradeship formed on the basis of ideal interests 
are its characteristic relations (II, 147-159). 

“Society exists so far as does analogous existence and community 
of ends” (II, 189). Therefore "whatever spirit in the past or future, 
or in the remotest regions of the sky, shares our love and pursuit, 
say of' mathematics or of music, of any ideal object, becomes, if we 
can somehow divine his existence, a partner in our joys and sorrows, 
and a welcome friend” (H, 189). This being so, Santayana finds it 
“an inspiring thought, and a fine one, that in proportion as a man’s 
interests become humane and his efforts rational, he appropriates 
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and expands a common life, which reappears in all individuals who 
reach the same impersonal level of ideas — a level which his own influ- 
ence may help them to maintain” (II, 192). 

To be sure, "what lies nearer the roots of our being must needs 
enjoy a wider prevalence and engage the soul more completely, being 
able to touch its depths and hush its primordial murmurs” (II, 192) ; 
but natural, beneficent, sacred, as in a sense these "blind involutions 
and material bonds” may be, "they somehow oppress the intellect 
and, like a brooding mother, half stifle what they feel” (II, 193). 
Natural society, therefore, may be contrasted with ideal society "not 
because Nature is not, logically speaking, ideal too, but because in 
natural society we ally ourselves consciously with our origins and 
surroundings, in ideal society with our purposes” (II, 199-200). 
"Both fields are ideal in the sense that intelligence alone could dis- 
cover or exploit them” (II, 200). But “a theory of nature is nothing 
but a mass of observations, made with a hunter’s and an artist’s eye” 
(II, 201), whereas ideal society “transcends accidental conjunctions 
altogether.” "Here the ideal interests themselves take possession of 
the mind ; its companions are the symbols it breeds and possesses for 
excellence, beauty, and truth. Religion, art, and science are the chief 
spheres in which ideal companionship is found” (II, 205). 

4. Reason in Religion 

As has already been stated, the Life of Reason is, for Santayana, 
the seat of all ultimate values (III, 6). The history of mankind 
shows, however, that whenever spirits "have seemed to attain the 
highest joy, th^ have envisaged and attained them in religion” 
(III, 6). Religion therefore "exercises a function of the Life of 
Reason” (III, 7). 

As Santayana interprets it, "religion consists of conscious ideas, 
hopes, enthusiasms, and objects of worship” ; it brings order into life 
"by weighting it with new materials” ; it is "part of experience itself,” 
"a mass of sentiments and ideas” (III, 8). Religions, however, are 
many, whereas reason is one — "a mere principle or potential order" 
which exists ideally only, "without vfo'iation or stress of any kind” 
(III, 8). "Rationali^ is nothing but a form” (III, 8). 

As part of experience itself, as the embodiments of ideas, hopes, 
and enthusiasms, religions have a great advantage oyer reason j yet 
"anyone regarding the various religions at once and comparing their 
achievements with what reason requires, must feel how terrible is 
the disappointment which they have one and all prepared for man- 
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kind.” “Their chief anxiety has been to offer imaginary remedies 
for mortal ills” (III, 9). 

If this be so, the question arises, why does religion fall so far 
short of the true purpose of rationality? The answer to this question, 
Santayana believes, is easy. “Religion pursues rationality through 
the imagination.” “It is an Imaginative substitution for science.” 
“The conditions and the aims of life are both represented in religion 
poetically, but this poetry tends to arrogate to itsdf literal truth and 
moral authority, neither of whidi it possesses,” The object of re- 
ligion is the same as that of reason, but “its method is to proceed 
by intuition and by unchecked poetical conceits.” “Like poetry, it 
improves the world only by imagining it improved” (III, 10-12). 
Religion thus remains an imaginary achievement which may have a 
most important function in vitalizing the mind and in transmitting, 
by way of parables, the lessons of experience; but it becomes at tlie 
same time “a continuous incidental deception” ; and “this deception, 
in proportion as it is strenuously denied to be such, can work indefi- 
nite harm in the world and in the conscience” (III, 12). 

Nevertheless Santayana insists on treating the feeling of rever- 
ence itself with reverence (III, 13). Were we dealing with science, 
“the partialities and contradictions which religions display” would 
have to be “instantly solved and removed.” “But when we are con- 
cerned with the poetic interpretation of experience, contradiction 
means only variety, and variety means spontaneity, wealth of re- 
source” (III, 13). We must understand, therefore, that each reli- 
gious doctrine simply represents “the moral plane on whicli they live 
who have devised or adopted it” It follows that religions will be 
better or worse but never true or false. If we understand religions 
in this way, then “we shall be able to lend ourselves to eacli in turn, 
and seek to draw from it the secret of its inspiration” (III, 14). 

In a spirit foreshadowing modern “crisis theology” in its negative 
aspects, Santayana contends that religion arises under high pressure : 
in the last extremity all known methods of action are futile and, a 
“supreme appeal” is made to the supernatural. “This appeal Is nec- 
essarily made in the dark: it is the appeal of a conscious impotence^ 
of an avowed perplexity” (III, 33). Hence “what a man in such a 
case may come to do to propitiate the deity, or to produce by magic 
a result he cannot produce by art,” will be at best only random action, 
“He will have no reason for what he does, save that he must do 
somediing” ,(II1, 33).;. and as a guide for his action he can draw 
ultimately only on' his own experience, “Wondering what will please 
heaven,” he can “ultimately light on nothing but what might please 
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himself (IIIj 34). *'It is pathetic,” Santayana points out, “to ob- 
serve how lowly the motives are that religion, even the highest, at- 
tributes to the deity, and from what a hard-pressed and bitter exist- 
ence they have been drawn. To be given the best morsel, to be 
remembered, to be praised, to be obeyed blindly and punctiliously — 
these have been thought points of lionor with the gods, for which 
they would dispense favors and punishments on the most exorbitant 
scales” (III, 34). “The widespread practice of sacrifice, like all 
mutilations and penances, suggests an even meaner jealousy and 
malice in the gods ; for the disciplinary functions which these things 
may have were not aimed at in the beginning and would not have 
associated them particularly with religion. In setting aside the fat 
for the god’s pleasure, in sacrificing the first-born, in a thousand 
other cruel ceremonies, the idea apparently was that an envious on- 
looker, lurking unseen, might poison the whole, or revenge himself 
for not having enjoyed it, unless a part . . . were surrendered to 
him voluntarily” (III, 34). What at first inspires sacrifices is thus 
“a literal envy imputed to the gods, a spirit of vengeance and petty 
ill-will ; so that they grudge a man even the good tilings which they 
cannot enjoy themselves" (III, 35). 

But sacrifices, once inaugurated, have also happier associations 
(III, 35). There is a form of justice in giving each what is conven- 
tionally his due, and “men find satisfaction in fulfilling in a seemly 
manner what is prescribed." “Sacrifices are often performed in this 
spirit; and when a beautiful order and righteous calm have come to 
dignify the performance, tlie mind . . . may embroider on the given 
theme. It is then that fable, and new religious sentiments suggested 
by fable, appear prominently on the scene” (III, 36). The sacrifice 
may become a thanksgiving, “an expression of profitable depend- 
ence” (III, 3^), or it may be sublimated into a renunciation, not of 
our food or liberty, but of “the foolish and inordinate part of our 
wills” (III, 37). As a rite, dramatic or mystical, the sacrifice purifies 
and brings about an “emotional catharsis” (III, 38), though not 
necessarily a moral, transformation. 

"As sacrifice expresses fear, prayer expresses need” (III, 38) ; 
and “it is- in the act of praying that men formulate to &etnselves 
what god must be, and tell him at great length what they believe and 
what thqr expect of him" (III, 39). The form prayer takes, there- 
fore, %elps immensely to define the power it is addressed .to” (III, 
39). Like sacrifice, “a desperate expedient which men fly to in thrir 
impotence,” prayer looks for an effect: “to cry loud, to make vows, 
to contrast .eloquently the given with the ideal situation, is certainly 
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as likely a way of bringing about a change for the better as it would 
be to chastise one's self severely, or to destroy what one loves best, 
or to perform acts altogether trivial and arbitrary” (111,40). Unlike 
sacrifice, however, prayer is degraded by the transformations it suf- 
fers in reflection, “when men try to find a place for it in their cosmic 
economy” ; for “its essence is poetical, expressive, contemplative, and 
it grows more and more nonsensical the more people insist on making 
it a prosaic, commercial exchange of views between two interloc- 
utors” (III, 39; 41-43). In the true use of prayer the soul “with- 
draws within itself and defines its good, it accommodates itself to 
destiny, and it grows like the ideal whidi it conceives” (III, 43-48). 

Sacrifice and prayer, important as they are, are by no means the 
only elements in religion. Mythology, piety, and spirituality must 
also be taken into consideration. 

Primitive thought, Santayana argues, has “the form of poetry and 
the function of prose,” and this double character of primitive thought 
survives in mythology (III, 49). As Santayana views it, mythology 
is “an observation of things encumbered with all they can suggest 
to a dramatic fancy” ; it is “neitlier conscious poetry nor valid science, 
but the common root and raw material of both” (III, 49). It belongs 
to that deeper and more ingenuous level of thought “when men pored 
on the world with intense indiscriminate interest, accepting and re- 
cording the mind’s vegetation no less than tliat observable in things, 
and mixing the two developments together in one wayward drama” 
(III, 50). 

“It is always by its applicability to things known, not by its rev- 
elation of things unknown and irrelevant, tliat a myth at its birth 
appeals to mankind. When it has lost its symbolic value or sunk to 
the level of merely false information, only an inert and stupid tradi- 
tion can keep it above water” (III, 53) j and “the very apologies and 
unintelligent proofs offered in its defense . . . confess its unrealit/' 
(III, 53) . But why was the myth accepted in the first place ? It could 
not have been accepted for die “falsity plainly written on its face.” 
It was accepted, rather, “because it was understood, because it was 
seen to express reality in an eloquent metaphor.” “Its function was 
to show up some phase of experience in its totality and moral issue” 
(III, 53). “The true function of mythical ideas is [thus] to present 
and interpret events In terms relative to spirit” (III, S4). 

The myth, therefore, “is an ideal interpretation in which the 
phenomena are digested and transmuted into human energy, into 
imaginative tissue” (III, 54); and no matter how “interesting a 
fable may be in itself, its religious value lies wholly in its revealing 
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some function which nature has in human life” (III, 57). "There 
are accordingly two factors in mythology, a moral consciousness and 
a corresponding poetic conception of things. Both factors are vari- 
able, and variations in the first, if more hidden, are no less important 
than variations in the second” (III, 55-56). 

Tracing the development of the world’s great religions, Santayana 
finds that "Christianity would have remained a Jewish sect had it 
not been made at once speculative, universal, and ideal by the infusion 
of Greek thought, and at the same time plastic and devotional by the 
adoption of pagan habits” (HI, 84-85). ‘‘The incarnation of god 
.in man, and the divinizatiotl of man in god, are pagan conceptions, 
expressions of pagan religious sentiment and philosophy. Yet what 
would airistianity be without them?” (IH, 85). As Santayana sees 
it, "the figure of Christ was the center for all eyes. Its lowliness, 
its simplicity, its humanity were indeed, for a while, obstacles to its 
acceptance; they did not really lend themselves to the metaphysical 
interpretation which was required. Yet even Greek fable was not 
without its Apollo tending flocks and its Demeter mourning for her 
lost child and serving in meek disguise the child of another, Feeling 
was ripe for a mythology loaded with pathos. The humble life, the 
homilies, tlie sufferings of Jesus could be felt in all their incomparable 
beauty all the more when the tenderness and tragedy of them, otlier- 
wise too poignant, were relieved by the story of his miraculous birth, 
his glorious resurrection, and his restored divinity” (III, 86). "The 
gospel, thus grown acceptable to the pagan mind, was, however, but 
a grain of mustard-seed destined to branch and flower in its new 
soil in a miraculous manner” (III, 86-87). "Metaphysics became 
not only a substitute for allegory but at Ute same time a background 
for history” (III, 89), "Cosmic scope and metaphysical meaning 
were given to Hebrew tenets, so unspecnlative in their original in- 
tention, and it became possible even for a Platonic philosopher to 
declare himself a- Christian” (IH, 90). But “let the reader fill out 
this outline for himself with its thousand details; let him remember 
the endless mysteries, arguments, martyrdoms, consecrations that 
carried out the sense and made vital the beauty of the whole. Let 
him pause before the phenomenon; he can ill afford, if he wishes to 
understand history or the human mind, to let the apparition float by 
unchallenged without delivering up its secret” (III, '97 ; 99-177) . 

' But what shall we say of this (Kristian dream? To this question 
Santayana replies that "matters of religion sliould never be matters 
of .controvert. We neither argue with a lover about his taste, nor 
condemn htm> if ' we are just, for knowing so human a passion. . . , 
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Each man may have his own loves, but the object in each case is 
different. And so it is, or should be in religion” (III, 97-98). 

Turning now to piety and spirituality in religion, we can be brief. 
Piety, Santayana tells us, “esteems things apart from their intrinsic 
worth” i it is “the spirit's acknowledgment of its incarnation” (III, 
184). We find it so in filial piety and in patriotism. In a sense, 
piety is “pathetic because it involves subordination to physical acci- 
dent and acceptance of finitude.” But “it is also noble and eminently 
fruitful because, in subsuming a life under the general laws of rela- 
tivity, it meets fate witli simple sincerity and labors in accordance 
with the conditions imposed” (III, 185). 

“The object most commonly associated with piety is the gods” 
(III, 187). But “history shows in unequivocal fashion that the god 
loved shifts his character with the shift in his worshippers’ real 
affections” (III, 188). 

“Mankind at targe is aiso, to some minds, an object of piety” 
(III, 189). But “to worship mankind as it is would be to deprive it 
of what alone makes it akin to tire divine — ^its aspiration” (HI, 190). 

Finally, there is a "philosophic piety which has the universe for 
its object.” “This feeling, common to ancient and modern stoics, has 
an obvious justification in man's dependence upon the natural world 
and in its service to many sides of the mind” (III, 190). Santayana 
maintains, however, that the more these philosophers “personify the 
universe and give it the name of god, the more they turn it into a 
devil” (III, 190) ; for “the universe, so far as we can observe it, is 
a wonderful and immense engine; its intent, its order, its beauty, its 
cruelty, make it alike impressive. If we dramatize its life and con- 
ceive its spirit, we are filled with wonder, terror, and amusement” 
(III, 191). “(ireat is this organism of mud and fire, terrible this 
vast, painful, glorious experiment. Why ^ould we not look on the 
universe with piety?” (Ill, 191). It is “the true Adam, the crea- 
tion, the true fall ; and as we have never blamed our mythical first 
parent very much, in spite of the disproportionate consequences of 
his sin, because we felt that he was but human and that we, in his 
place, might have sinned too, so we may easily forgive our real an- 
cestor, whose connatural sin we are from moment to moment com- 
mitting, since it is only the necessary rawness of venturing to be 
without foreknowing the price or tlie fruits of existence" (III, 192), 

But be that as it may, the spiritual man needs “something more 
than a cultivated sympathy with the brighter scintillation of things. 
He needs to refer that scintillation to some essential light, so that in 
reviewing the motley aspects of experience he may not be deduced to 
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culling superciliously the flowers that please him, hut niay view in 
them ail only images and varied symbols of some eternal good. 
Spirituality has never flourished apart from religion. . . . For it is 
religion that knows how to interpret the casual rationalities in the 
world and isolate their principles, and setting this principle up in 
the face of nature as nature’s standard and model" (HI, 211-212). 

5. Reason in Art 

Reason manifests itself also in art; for, according to Santayana, 
any operation which "humanizes and rationalizes objects’* is art 
(IV, 4). To be sure, all art, like society or religion, has an in- 
stinctive source, but it also has a material embodiment (IV, 4). 
"Arts are instincts bred and reared in the open, creative habits ac- 
quired in tire light of reason. Consciousness accompanies their 
formation ; a certain uneasiness or desire and a more or less definite 
conception of what is wanted often precedes their full organization” 
(IV, S), 

"When men find that by chance they have started a useful change 
in the world, they congratulate themselves upon it and call their 
persistence in that practice a free activity'. And the activity is indeed 
rational, since it subserves an end" (IV, 11). But what makes prog- 
ress possible is the fact that "rational action may leave traces in 
nature, such that nature in consequence furnishes a better basis for 
the Life of Reason; in other words, progress is art bettering the 
conditions of existence’’ (IV, 13). "Until art arises, all achievement 
is internal to the brain, dies with the bdividual, . . . like music 
heard in a dream. Art, in establishing instruments for human life 
b^ond the human body, and moulding outer things into sympathy 
with inner values, establishes a ground whence values may contin- 
ually spring up; the thatch that protects from today’s rain will last 
and ke^ out tomorrow’s rain also; the sign that once expresses an 
idea will serve to recall it in future” (IV, 13). Thus, "whenever 
there is art, there is a. possibility of training” (IV, 14). In art, the 
values secured are recognized and are easily maintained by "an ex- 
ternal tradition imposing itself contagiously or by fo:rce on each new 
generation” (IV, IS), 

As Santayana views :it, "art is action which; transcending the 
body^ makes the ^orld'a more congeni^ stimulus to the soul.” "All 
art is therefore useful and -practical,- and the notable aesthetic value 
which some works of art possess ... is itself one of the satisfactions 
which art offers to human nature as a whole” (IV, 15 ) . ' 
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Art, as here understood, must of course be taken in its broadest 
sense of a creative modification of the objects or materials of nature. 
Productions in which an aestlietic value is or is supposed to be prom- 
inent beyond all other practicality belong to the realm of fine art 
(IV, 15-16). But to separate the aesthetic element from tlie utili- 
tarian is "an artifice which is more misleading than helpful; for 
neither in the history of art nor in a rational estimate of its value 
can the aesthetic function of things be divorced from the practical and 
moral. What had to be done was, by imaginative races, done imag- 
inatively; what had to be spoken or made, was spoken or made fitly, 
lovingly, beautifully" (IV, 16). That’s all. "An aesthetic fragrance, 
indeed, all things may have, if in soliciting man’s senses or reason 
they can awaken his imagination as well ; but this middle zone is so 
mixed and nebulous, and its limits are so vague, that it cannot well 
be treated in tlieory otherwise than as it exists in fact — ^as a phase of 
man’s sympathy with the world he moves in’’ (IV, 16). 

Santayana next traces the developing rationality of industrial art 
(IV, Qiapter 11), and the emergence of fine art (IV, Chapter III), 
of music (IV, Chapter IV), speech (IV, Chapter V), poetry and 
prose (IV, Chapter VI). of "plastic construction’’ (IV, Chapter 
VII), and "plastic representation’’ (IV, Chapter VIII) ; but these 
details we shall omit here and turn at once to his justification of art 
(IV, Chapter IX) and the criterion of taste (IV, Chapter X). 

Discussing the justification of fine art, Santayana starts with the 
assertion that it cannot be doubted tliat "art is pritno facie and in 
itself a good’’ (IV, 166). Seen from the point of view of actual ex- 
perience, art is "a spontaneous activity, and that settles the question’’ 
(IV, 166-167). But the philosopher cannot rest satisfied with such 
an "explanation." If art is "prized as something supreme and irre- 
sponsible, if the poetic and mystic gbw which it may bring seems Us 
own complete justification, then pliilosophy is evidently still prera- 
tiotial or, rather, non-existent; for the beasts that listened to Orpheus 
belong to this school’’ (IV, 167) . 

' Art, in the sense of fine art, as defined above, “more than any 
other considerable pursuit, more even than speculation, is abstract 
and inconsequential. Born of suspended attention, it ends in itself. It 
encourages sensuous abstraction, and nothing concerns it less than to 
influence the world" (IV, 169-170). "Social changes do not reacli 
artistic expressions until after their momentum is acquired and their 
other collateral effects are fully predetermined!’ (IV, 170). "In the 
individual, also, art registers passions without stimulating them; on 
the contrary, in stopping to depict them it steals away their life; and 
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whatever interest and delight it transfers to their expression it sub- 
tracts from their vital energy. This appears unmistakably in erotic 
and in religious art” (IV, 170), “Lascivious and pious works, when 
beauty has touched them, cease to give out what is wilful and dis- 
quieting in their subject and become altogether intellectual and 
sublime, There is a high breathlessness about beauty that cancels lust 
and superstition” (IV, 170-171). Art, therefore, “while by its sub- 
ject it may betray the preoccupations among which it springs up, em- 
bodies a new and quite innocent interest” (IV, 171 ). 

But the interest of art is not only innocent, it is liberal as well. 
“Not being concerned with material reality so much as with the ideal, 
it knows neither ulterior motives nor quantitative limits; the more 
beauty there is, the more there can be ultimately intrinsic” (IV, 172), 
and since "beauty gives men the best hint of ultimate good which 
their experience as yet can offer” (IV, 172), art finds its justification 
in the enhancement of life. “An aesthetic sanction sweetens all suc- 
cessful living; animal efficiency cannot be without grace, nor moral 
achievement without a sensible glory” (IV, 188). The “vital har- 
monies” are “natural” (IV, 188) ; but “to keep beauty in its place 
is to make all things beautiful” (IV, 190). Art, therefore, “in its 
nobler acceptation, is an adiievement, not an indulgence. It prepares 
the world in some sense to receive the soul, and the soul to master the 
world ; it disentangles those threads in each that can be woven into 
the other” (IV, 228). “Art springs so completely from the heart of 
man tliat it makes everything speak to him in his own language; it 
reaches, nevertheless, so truly to the heart of nature that it co-operates 
with her, becomes a parcel of her creative material energy, and builds 
by her instinctive hand" (IV, 229-230). The emergence of arts out 
of instincts is thus “the token and exact measure of nature’s success 
and of mortal happiness” (IV, 230). 

€. Reason in Sdence 

We turn, finally, to Santayana’s interpretation of Reason in 
Science. 

Science, 'as distinguished from myth, Santayana defines as knowl- 
edge capable of verification (V, 10). It differs from common knowl- 
edge in scope only, not in nature. “When intelligence arises, when 
the flux of things begins to be mitigated by representation of it and 
objects are at last fixed and recognizable, there is science” (V, 18). 

There are, of course, various independent sciences, such as mathe- 
matics, history, morals, and physics; but “their spheres touch some- 
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how, even if only peripherally’* (V, 27). “Some sciences, like chem- 
istry and biology, or biology and anthropology, are parted only . . . 
by accidental gaps in human knowledge" (V, 28). But there is one 
division of science which “cuts almost to the roots of human experU 
ence.” “By refining concretions in discourse, it has attained to 
mathematics, logic, and the dialectical developments of ethics; by 
tracing concretions in existence, it has reached the various natural 
and historical sciences" (Y, 29). “The contrast between ideal science 
or dialectic and natural science or physics is as great as the under- 
standing of a single experience could well afford; yet the two kinds 
of science are &r from independent. They touch at their basis and 
they cooperate in their results” (V, 29; 32-33)®. 

That physics and dialectic touch at ^eir basis, Santayana shows 
by a double analysis. He shows, first, that “the inmost texture of 
natural science is logical," and that “the whole force of any observa- 
tion made upon the outer world lies in the constancy and mutual 
relations of the terms it is made in" (V, 30). He shows, secondly, 
that discourse or dialectic, in its operation, is itself a part of existence 
(V, 30). After all, knowledge or discovery of truth is an event in 
time, an incident in the flux of existence, and "every term which 
dialectics uses is originally given embodied" (V, 31). “Living dia- 
lectic comes to clarify existence; it turns into meanings the actual 
forms of things by reflecting upon them, and by making them 
intended subjects of discourse” (V, 32). 

Dialectic and physics meet again in their results. For example, 
"in mechanical science, which is the best part of physics, mathe- 
matics, which is the best part of dialectic, plays a predominant role” 
(V, 32). The whole history of science shows that “it is the evident 
idea! of physics, in every department, to attain such an insight into 
causes that the effects actually given may be thence deduced; and the 
deduction is another name for dialectic" (V, 33). “It is the aspira- 
tion of natural science to be as dialectical as possible, and thus, in 
their ideal, both branches of science are brought together" (V, 33). 
• Now “if science deserves respect, it is not for being oracular but 
for being useful and delightful" (V, 3S). “There is indeed a great 
mystery in knowledge, but this mystery is present in the simplest 
memory and presumption” ; it does not belong specifically to science. 
The sciences are nothing but elaborations of “vulgar thi n k i n g,” 
whose presuppositions they accept, and whose ordinary processes 


8 Following gneiont usago, Santayana calls tho whole group o£ sciences which 
elaborate ideas dtelech'Cj and the whole grottp which describe existences (Vj 

29). We shall follow Santayana's terminology. 
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thqr carry on (V, 35). As Santayana sees it, science is but common 
knowledge extended and refined, “Its validity is of the same order 
as that of ordinary perception, memory, and understanding"; its 
“flight from perception to perception" is merely longer, its deduction 
of “meaning from meaning, and purpose from purpose" is more 
accurate. "It generates in the mind, for each vulgar observation, a 
whole brood of suggestions, hypotheses, and inferences" (V, 37). 

“The least artificial extension of common knowledge is history” 
(V, 39) ; for it is "nothing but assisted and recorded memory” 
(V, 39) , In some sense, therefore, history may be regarded as being 
no science at all. It deals exclusively with the past and thus “labors 
under the disadvantage of not being able to appeal to experiment. 
The facts it terminates upon cannot be recovered, so diat they may 
verify in sense the hypothesis that had inferred them" (V, SO) . A 
hypothetical fact, however, if perforce it must remain hypothetical, is 
“a most dangerous creature, since it lives on the credit of a theory 
which in turn would be bankrupt if the fact should fail.” Inferred past 
facts are therefore “more deceptive than facts prophesied, because 
while the risk of error in the inference is the same, there is no possi- 
bility of discovering that error; and the historian, while really as 
speculative as the prophet, can never be found out” (V, SO). 

Historical investigation, Santayana maintains, has for its aim “to 
fix the order and character of events throughout past time in ail 
places" (V, 51). But since this task is frankly superhuman (V, SI), 
a "seductive alternative" might be to say that the profit of studying 
history lies in “mderstmtding what has happened, in perceiving the 
principles and laws that govern social evolution, or the meaning 
which events have” (V, 53) . But this alternative leads only too read- 
ily to a quasi-teleological philosophy of history (V, 53-57) accord- 
ing to which all historical events move toward some providential 
end. Such an interpretation of history is quasi-teleological because 
"whatever plausibility the providential view of a given occurrence 
may have is dependent on the curious limitation and selfishness of 
the observer’s estimations" (V, 56). 

There is a sense, however, in which a philosophy of history is 
significant. We encounter it when the philosopher, in reviewing 
evmts, confesses that he . is "scrutinizing them in order to abstract 
from them whatever tends to illustrate his own ideals," leaving the 
events themselves for.scientific infb'ence to discover, and leaving the 
causes of events to some theory of natural evolution stateable in terms 
more and more exact and mechanical (V-, 58). “The ideal which in 
such a review would serve as the touchstone for estimation, if it were 
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an enlightened ideal, -would recognize its own natural basis, and 
therefore would also recognize that under other conditions other 
ideals, no less legitimate, may have arisen and may have been made 
the standard for a different judgment on the world” (V, 58-59). 

If we leave the field of history, we discover that "to observe a 
recurrence is to divine a mechanism.” "It is to analyze a phenome- 
non, distinguishing its form, which alone recurs, from its existence, 
which is irrevocable; and that the flux of phenomena should turn out, 
on closer inspection, to be composed of a multitude of recurring 
forms, regularly interwoven, is the ideal of mechanism” (V, 69). In 
scientific knowledge, therefore, "the form of events, abstracted from 
their material presence, becomes a general mould to which we tend 
to assimilate new observations” (V, 70). 

Thus "science, by its flight into the general, lends immediate 
experience an interest and scope which its parts, taken blindly, could 
never possess” (V, 71). Science "articulates experience” (V, 72) ; 
and since it becomes demonstrable in proportion as it becomes 
abstract, it becomes in the sanie measure applicable and useful 
(V, 73). 

Santayana is sure that "anyone who can at all catcli the drift of 
experience — moral no less than physical — must fed that medianism 
rules the whole world” ; that "a cosmos underlies the superficial play 
of sense and opinion” (V, 76). "If a principle is efficacious, it is to 
that extent mechanical. For to be efficacious, a principle must apply 
necessarily and proportionately; it must assure us that where die 
facts are the same as on a previous occasion, the quotient will be the 
same also” (V, 77), and recurrence, according to Santayana, be- 
speaks the presence of a mechanism (V, 69). 

But melanism, as Santayana understands it here, is not a matter 
of madiematical relations. It is rather the form of a flux, not a truth 
or an ideal necessity (V, 77). It may be called "die dialectic of the 
irrational,” for it is "such a measure of intelligibility as is compatible 
with flux and with existence” — ^"existence itself being irrational and 
change unintelligible” (V, 77-78). 

However, "the reasonable and humane demand to make of the 
world is that such creatures as exist should not be unhappy and that 
life, whatever its quantity, should have a quality that may justify it 
in its own eyes. This just demand , . . the world described by 
mechanism does not fulfill altogether, for adjustments in it are tenta- 
tive, and much friction must prec^e and follow upon any vital 
equilibrium attained” (V, 94). This imperfection of the world, 
however, is actual, and "no theory can overcome it except by verbal 
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fallacies and scarcely deceptive euphemism.” “What mechanism 
involves in this respect is exactly what we find: a tentative appear- 
ance of life in many quarters, its disappearance in some, and its 
reinforcement and propagation in others, where the physical equi- 
librium attained insures to it a natural stability and a natural 
prosperity” (V, 94). 

It may be recall^ that it is Santayana's basic thesis that “every 
theme or motive in the Life of Reason expresses some instinct rooted 
in the body and incidental to natural organization” (V, 177). Thus 
“the intent by which memory refers to past or absent experience, or 
the intent by which perception becomes recognition, is a transcript of 
relations in which events actually stand to one another. Such intent 
represents modifications of structure and action important to life, 
modifications that have responded to forces on which life is 
dependent. Both desire and meaning translate into cognitive or ideal 
energy, into intent, mechanical relations subsisting in nature. These 
mechanical relations give practical force to the thought that expresses 
them, and the thought in turn gives significance and value to the 
forces that subserve it. Fulfilment is mutual” (V, 177-178). Nothing 
could therefore be “more ill-considered than the desire to disembody 
reason” (V, 178). 

“In intent we pass over from existence to ideality, the nexus 
lying in the propulsive nature of life which could not have been capped 
by any form of knowledge which was not itself in some way transi- 
tive and ambitious” (V, 18S). “Matter cannot exist without some 
form, much as by sliedding every form in succession it may proclaim 
its aversion to fixity and its radical formlessness or infinitude. Nor 
can form, without the treacherous aid of matter, pass from its ideal 
potentiality into selected and instant being” (V, 185). Form 
awakens matter to life, moves it to art and love; but matter gives 
substantiality to forma, embodies them in space-time existence. 

We can now be brief in dealing with dialectic. According to 
Santayana, the principles by which mind understands reality are not 
the principles of mind as such. “Mathematical principles, in particular, 
are not imposed on existence or on nature ab extra, but ai‘e found in 
and abstracted from the subject matter and march of experience. To 
exist, things have to wear some form, and the form they happen to 
wear is largely mathematical” (V, 188-189). The applicability of 
mathematics is thus not vouch^ for by mathematics but by sense, 
although inapplicable mathematics is perfectly thinkable. This inap- 
plicable matliematics, its concepts “framed by analogy out of sug- 
gestions found in sense,” is like "a new mytholo^’ (V, 192). 
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Chapter 14 

CREIGHTON, HOCKING, AND ALEXANDER 

1. Creighton’s "Speculative Idealism” 

In 1892 James Edwin Creighton became head of the Sage School 
of Philosophy at Cornell University. Associated with Creighton 
were Frank Thilly, William A. Hammond, Ernest Albee, and others. 
Under the leadership of these men, Cornell University became, in a 
sense, a citadel of idealistic philosophy, and "through their initiative 
the American Philosophical Association was formed in 1902, with 
Creighton as its first president.”* Convinced that mind and thought 
are essentially social, these men saw in cooperative pliilosophical 
studies only tlie practical application of their doctrine. Creighton 
himself made this point clear when he said in his presidential address : 
"We have learned that to isolate oneself intellectually is to render 
one’s work unfruitful ; that there is in every generation a main drift 
of problems within whidi we must work if we wish to contribute 
an}rthing to the common cause” (7).* Even more pointedly he wrote 
later that "the intellectual life is a form of experience which can be 
realized only in common with others through membership in a social 
community” (49). "This new doctrine teaches that nothing is 
isolated and nothing fixed ; that parts live in and through their rela- 
tion to the whole; and that change finds its way to the very heart of 
things” (49) . Creighton was convinced that “individuality involves 
partnership with others, cooperation in a common cause, loyalty to 
interests that carry the individual out beyond the limits of his merely 
private life” ; "that concrete individuality derives its positive content 
from social relationships” (50). 

Creighton also maintained, however, that "it is just as impossible 
to describe thinking without any reference to nature as it is to 
describe it without regard to the minds of other men” ; that “the one 
relation is no more external than the other” (57). The individual 
mind, according to Creighton, has no reality apart from the order of 
nature. It exists only "as the revdation of an order that stands over 

1 Schneider, 11. A'Hisfary of Amoriean Philosophy^ 471. 

2 Creightoiti J. £.| Studios in SpecUlaiivo Philos^hy, Unless otherwise indicated, 
all references are to this oollectloii of essays. All quotations by permission of The 
Macmillan Company, publishers. 
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against it.” The world of objects, or nature, on the other hand, is 
"just that which progressively reveals itself to thought” (58). 
"The objective order is capable of furnishing us with instruction 
only in so far as we find there replies to our questionings” (58). 
What we call nature, therefore, is not a miscellaneous assemblage of 
facts which are mechanically impressed upon us, but a continuous 
set of problems and answers, a something which "affords at once the 
necessary stimulus and tiie verification of our thinking” (58-59). 
“There is thus an interplay between mind and nature, one furnishing 
the complement and answer to the other” (59). More strictly 
speaking, the process of thinking is constituted by the interplay of 
three moments — ^the self, fellowmen, and nature. "No one of these 
three centers can be reduced to terms of the others” (60). 

In the development of his philosophy Creighton accepts the "stand- 
point of experience”; for philosophy, he maintains, has to render 
experience intelligible (74). Experience, Creighton finds, always 
exists for a mind (74) — a fact “overlooked by those who propose to 
begin with a ‘pure’ experience as something that is directly given, 
and thus unspoiled by any conceptions or introjections of thought” 
(74), And to be a mind, Creighton points out, is to meet the object 
with conceptions and practical purposes. Experience, tlierefore, from 
the very first, is "in the clittches of thought,” is "moulded by the 
mind’s conceptions and presuppositions” (74-75). Moreover, experi- 
ence at every stage contains within itself, as an integral part, the 
moving principle of thought as its dynamic and integrating factor. 
It is therefore "essentially a process of transformation and adjust- 
ment, a process that aims both at logical determinateness and con- 
sistency, and at the realization of practical ends” (75), 

From such an interpretation of experience, several basic conclu- 
sions follow, (a) "Experience is not a stream of subjective processes, 
existing as mental modifications in a particular thing called mind” 
(78). (h) "The relation of subject and object in experience cannot 
be adequately expressed in terms of cause and effect” (80) . (c) "The 
mind is not one particular thing, separated from other things, but as 
a true individual it contains within itself the principle of universality” 
(82). (d) Experience must be understood from "within,” and the 
objects of experience cannot be viewed in isolation from the subject 
as a foreign content upon which the thought of tlie latter has tb 
work, but must be understood as "representing certaifi situations 
with which the life of the subject is essentially connected” (83-84). 
(e) "The philosopher’s business is not, as an internal observer, to 
investigate the nature of objects and their outer relations, but to 
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interpret from within the experience which is at once both subject 
and object, a living process of thought and the being of the world” 
(84). (j) “The world is not merely my cognitive idea. It is rather 
that through which I am able to find satisfaction for my desires, and 
to obtaun the realization of my ends. Among these ends the intellec- 
tual demand for comprehension occupies a real and important place. 
But it exists always in close and organic connection with other ideals 
of my nature, such as the demand for practical control and for ethical 
and aesthetic realization” (85). (g) In the “act of discrimination 
and recognition,” carried on in self-consciousness, there is to be 
found the central principle in the light of which the whole process of 
experience gains significance and the possibility of interpretation 

(91) — of an interpretation which shows experience itself to be 
related to the ideals and purposes of a rational self-consciousness 

(92) . (h) The “standard of success and test of adequacy” of tliougfat 
is found in the practical success which it achieves. Thought, there- 
fore, has no ontological reference beyond experience. “It is not its 
business to know or define a reality in any sense outside or independ- 
ent of the experience of the individual” (95). 

It is evident from this succinct statement of Creighton’s general 
doctrine that his idealism difiFers widely from that of Royce. Students 
of European philosophy will also recognize its affinities to the doc- 
trine Bosanquet had developed in his Logic} Creighton himself was 
convinced that there are two quite distinct types of idealism : men- 
talism, or panpsycliism, and speculative idealism; and he leaves us 
in no doubt as to where he stands, for he is sure that “the grouping 
of ‘mentaliats or panpsychists’ under a conunon label with the 
exponents of speculative idealism . . . has led to much confusion and 
fruitless controversy” (256). 

Mentalism, or psychological or existential idealism, Creighton 
informs us, “is essentially ‘realistic’ in character.” “Its claim to the 
title ‘idealism’ comes from the fact that it asserts everything to be 
mental in character — of the content of mind, or of the substance of 
mind.” But “it fails to realize, wholly or in part, the speculative 
principle which distinguishes genuine idealism” (259). Berkeley’s 
“idealism” is probably the clearest example of what Creighton means 
by mentalism; for Berkeley regards experience as a collection of 
ideas, and each. idea' as a particular mode of existence, so that in his 
philosophy “the outer order of things has simply been carried over 
into the mind.” The bid realistic categories have beeti retained and 

• C/. Cunningh&m, G, W., Th§ I^e'alUHe Argumwnt in Rgcent BHUsk and American 
Philosophy, 292. 



no new principle has been gained. So long as the existential cate- 
gories are not transcended, so long as the Absolute mind is still con- 
ceived as a magnified or extended psjxhological consciousness, the 
whole assumption that things exist in the Absolute mind in the form 
of ideas is not only arbitrary but remains useless as a guarantee of 
significance and objectivity (263). “Things are not rendered a 
whit more ‘ideal* by thinking of them as states of consciousness of 
an Absolute mind” (263). Absolute idealism of this mentalistic 
type is just as much subjective as the view which reduces things to 
states in the consciousness of a finite individual, and is open to all 
the objections which are brought against the latter theory. Moreover, 
so long as the Absolute mind itself is conceived after the analogy of 
an existing psychological consciousness, it has “no principle of con- 
nection with objective experience*’ (263-264). "To assert that 
things exist as elements in an absolute experience is in itself only an 
appeal to a mechanical device which explains nothing, and is, in 
addition, unmeaning and arbitrary” (264). 

Speculative idealism, on the other hand, is, according to 
Creighton, “the conscious effort to understand things as they are: 
to see together things and their relations, reality in its concrete sig- 
nificance, without feeling the need of going behind this insight to 
explain, as it were, how reality is made” (259) ; it is die idealism of 
experience itself (265). Speculative idealism is distinguished from 
common sense and science only “as emphasizing and making more 
explicit tlie common effort of ail experience to see things steadily and 
to see them whole” (269). Speculation, after all, is “not an effort 
to get beyond experience: its object is to see, to comprehend reality 
through the process of experience” itself (269). Once the standpoint 
of speculative idealism is adopted, “it is no longer possible to view 
experience as made up of existences or entities, each with its own 
independent self-enclosed center” (270). On the contrary, “the 
objective system of experience whicli all knowledge postulates” is at 
once “my experience, the experience of my felbw men, and the nature 
of reality” (271 ) . Tliat is to say, the experience of any given moment 
is not complete as just my experience. “It is as belonging to a system, 
or perhaps an infinite number of systems, that things are known as 
existing in our ordinary ways of dealing with them; in their con- 
creteness thQT always appear as members of some order, as meanings 
or significances which are not confined to an isolated 'here* and ‘now,* 
as they would be if they were taken as bare existences” (272). It is 
with reference to this system that the facts are chosen s^nd evaluated. 
The system itself, however, is “the order of the universe, or, what 
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is the same thing, the order of intelligence,’* rather than an arbitrary 
system established by the mind of any individual; and the special 
sciences are systems of value only to the extent to which their form 
and character are determined 1^ assumptions regarding the nature 
of reality (272), i.e,, by assumptions concerning the order of the 
universe. 

Now the faith of speculative philosophy is that “tire mind and 
things are what they show themselves to be in the whole course of 
experience, and that they are not once for all ‘given’ at the first 
moment or at any particular moment” (274), Any specific inquiry 
here and now is but a part of a comprehensive cognitive process; for 
thinking is but a continuous and progressive function which goes on 
steadily with the work of experience, not a task of solving a series of 
disconnected problems (275). 

It is the special task of philosophy, however, to make "explicit the 
underlying assumptions and purposes of the various stages of 
experience” (276), Philosophy, therefore, is an "absolutely free 
inquiry,” and is "without presuppositions in the sense that it is able 
to criticize and transcend any category that falls short of the complete 
range and scope of the whole mind and the whole of reality" (276- 
277). Philosophy, in other words, is "just intelligence coming to 
full consciousness of itself, turning back upon itself and becoming 
critically aware of its working principles” (277). And “if the prin- 
ciple of an absolute experience is to have any significance for philoso- 
phy, it must grow out of die critical process of experience and be 
justified by this” ; it must fulfill, not negate, the demands of experi- 
ence, and it must be "the fulfilment and completion of the deeper 
demands of experience as the complementary relationship of self, 
other selves, and nature.”* 

2. Hocking’s "Individualistic Idealism” 

In' 1912 William Ernest Hocking published a book entitled The 
Meaning of God in Human Experience, in which he asserts that 
"the weakness hi the armor of classical idealism has been made 
apparent by pragmatism — or rather, by the pragmatic principle of 
judgment” (A, 10)*, and in whidi he sets himself &e task of 
remedying the situation, 

4 Cunningham, 301.' 

V All references to this book will be Identified by the capital letter (A). Other books 
by Hocking, referred to in this section, are: (B) Bwnan Nmlure and Us Ramahing; 
(C) Man and the State; (D) Thoughts oh Death and Life; (£) Blemeuts of 

Individualism; <F) Science and the Idea of God, Ail quotations by permission of Yale 
University Press. 
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As Hocking sees it, wbat pragmatism requires of idealism is 
“more genuinely real opportunity, real freedom, real individual 
creativity”; and what realism demands is “more valid objectivity, 
substantiality in the world beyond self” (A, 11 ). Both of these 
demands, blocking maintains, idealism can satisfy and still remain 
idealism; for idealism, he is convinced, is ''not incapable of admit- 
ting into its world-picture variety, change, growth, personality, 
freedom, also objectivity of a sort” (A, 11). Hocking's immediate 
problem is, of course, the more restricted problem of “idealism in 
religion.” 

That which, in Hocking’s opinion, chiefly characterizes the “re- 
ligious soul” is a “fearless and original valuation of things,” “Its 
judgments emerge somehow from solitude, as if it had resources and 
data of its own sufficient to determine its attitudes without appeal 
to the bystander, as if by fresh contact with truth itself, it were sure 
of its own justice” (A, 28). But this originality and this freedom, 
Hocking continues, are “strangely united with an opposite quality, 
necessity.” The “religious soul” has “the air of being less a product 
of individual force than a result of profound partnership with sonie 
invisible source of wisdom," it is moored “in some objective reality 
constantly present to its consciousness” (A, 29). “The religious 
spirit is living as if immortality were its share” (A, 30). 

Religion, as far as Hocking is concerned, is “the present attain- 
ment in a single experience of those objects which in the course of 
nature are readied only at the end of infinite progression” ; it is 
“anticipated attainment” (A, 31; 51). In other words, Hocking 
defines religion, not in terms of its origin, but in terms of its suc- 
cessful completion. And this definition determines the course of his 
argument. Underlying this definition is Hocking’s contention that 
religion can be understood only as a product and manifestation of 
human desire — ^but of a desire whidi is neither secondary nor 
acquired, but is “deep-going,” “deep as the will-to-live itself” (A. 
49). The nonrational character of this desire may be seen in the 
fact that “in satisfying the rdigious craving, an individual serves 
the race more than he serves himself” (A, 49). This “deep-set” 
religious desire is “man’s leap, as individual and as species, for 
eternal life in some form, in presence of an awakened fear of fate” 
(A, 49-50) ; it is "a great emotional response to the felt perils and 
glories of the weird situation” in which aii individual finds himself 
in his finitiide (A, 50)., . 

The emotionalism of religion, however, is not its adequate nature. 
“There seems to be sortie natural necessity whereby rdlgion must 
try to put itself into terms of thought and to put its thought foremost" 
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(A, S6). Religion begins with feeling, to be sure; but, as a matter 
of historical fact, it has never yet been able to take itself as a matter of 
feeling only. Driven by an inner requirement it has transcended 
feeling *‘to risk itself in the field of ideas with all its instability and 
wreckage” (A, 57). "Mighty religion and mighty strokes of 
speculation have always gone together” (A, 59). 

It will be found, however, that in its historical manifestations re- 
ligion labors "under a double necessity : the necessity of making much 
use of thought, and die necessity of discounting all thought” (A, 60). 
The result is a fundamental dilemma. "Religious truth has standards 
of its own, somewhat different from those of other truth : a statement 
which is scientifically false (as a story of creation or of virgin birth) 
may yet be religiously true and binding” (A, 61). Recourse to feel- 
ing, however, is not a way out; for the authority appealed to in 
feeling is itself still idea (A, 63). 

Upon closer analysis Hocking finds that *‘there is no such thing 
as feeling apart from idea; that idea is an integral part of all feeling; 
and that it is the whole meaning and destiny of feeling to terminate 
in knowledge of an object” (A, 64; Chapter 6). Feeling, in other 
words, constitutes an experience which is essentially cognitive (A, 
67-68). And if this is so, then we can at least understand why "a 
religion of feeling always and rightly tends to transform itself into a 
religion of idea” (A, 64). "Feeling does no work apart from its 
guiding Waa” (A, 69; 73). 

But it also follows from the dose interrelation of idea and feeling 
that "religion without feeling is nothing” (A, 109). To be sure "our 
ideas have many other uses than those of the immediate guidance of 
prQs«it feelings ; and for all these other uses a freedom from feeling- 
entanglements is as desirable as in its own place a ready union with 
feeling is desirable” (A, 112). "The idea is normally independent of 
the flux of feelings” (A, 113) ; but does this mean that it is significant 
apart from all feelings? 

"From the beginning, our ideas give us cues to action, but they 
give . . . always somewhat more than the cue” (A, 117) ; for they 
are formed, not in the interest of specific actions, but in the interest 
of "types of action of very general sort” (A, 122). Their significance 
is not so much, the interest alleged but the immense generality of the 
interest (A, 122). • "Perception generalises the coitdition of cottduct \ 
provides generalization in advance; and is able to do this because of 
its relation to oUr original ideal of Substance” (A, 122) Ideas, then,' 
being intertwined with feelings, are intimately connected with action 

S''Intere«t in reality is the Iden-nwlcing, idea-outlining function of tlie human 
mind” (A, 122). 
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^with actions which “drive on incessantly to their ends,” And these 

ends of action are values (A, 125). 

Now values, according to Hocking, as the ends of our actions, of 
our various human interests and concerns, are for the most part 
self-justifying and self-explanatory. “That this thing is a pleasure 
and that a source of pain, we accept as ultimate facts, our practical 
first premises. We understand, in general, that in the pursuit of these 
various satisfactions, nature is luring us on to live, and to increase 
life. But we seldom inquire why our living itself is of interest to 
nature.” Our values, therefore, remain “essentially unexplained.” 
They remain, too, without clear relation to each other (A, 125), 
until we see them as constituting a system entailed by our interest 
in reality itself (A, 126-127). "Interest in reality has the priority,” 
and “whatever energy is spent in understanding experience, in 
attaching its meanings to the realify-idea, is so much recoverable 
energy for all other values.” Work done in connection with our 
interest in reality is “work done on the worth of living itself, it is 
the creation of the very fabric of value” (A, 127). 

From these considerations it follows, according to Hocking, that 
whatever value religion has for man will be found in the “religious 
world-idea of reality,” in the idea or “substance-idea of god” (A, 
139). Hence, creed and theology become again important to us; 
they become "the essential treasure of religion”; for “in them the 
race preserves from age to age the determining factors of all human 
worth” (A, 139). 

One formidable question remains before we can either rest satis- 
fied with this conclusion or wholly understand its meaning. Underly- 
ing Hocking’s argument up to this time has been the assumption that 
“if there is a god at all, god is a fixity in the universe” — ^“a being 
whom we must accept and not undertake to cliange” (A, 139) ; that 
“our own wills have no part to play in determining what fy” (A, 
139). But this assumption, Hocking concedes, is open to doubt 
(A, 140). There are regions of reality where our will can give shape 
and character to what is to be, where our will may hold the deciding 
play (A, 140). 

Now the difference between a religions view of the world and a 
nonreligious view lies chiefly, not in the circumstance tliat the re- 
ligious' mind has an integrating world-idea, whereas the nonreligious 
mind. has none, but in the judgments about tlie world as a whole: 
“whether this reality of ours is divine, or infernal, or an indifferent 
universal grave pit” (A, 142). “Everyone begins with his whole- 
idea; but it is ^e function of religion to interprot this whole as 
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divine,” to make the transition from the whole-idea pure and simple 
to the idea of god (A, 142). 

“The world would be consistent without god ; it would also be con- 
sistent with god.” Neither hypothesis, “so far as accounting for 
visible facts is concerned, works better than the other” (A, 143). 
In this world “the merciless processes of nature, of disease and death, 
of fate generally, are not impressed by entreaty or by effort, are not 
to be beaten off with dubs nor frightened away by shrieks and 
gestures of defiance” (A, 145). External responses are of little 
avail. “But in the human creature at large there are other depths,” 
and “despair ends by calling out a certain touch of resentment " — a 
resentment “having a tinge of self-assertion in it, even of moral 
requirement directed against reality” (A, 145). The human sufferer, 
having been brought forth by that selfsame reality, does, in effect, 
demand justice of his creator and tliereby “finds himself with the 
idea of Deity already constituted and possessed” (A, 146) ; for in 
that deep impulse of self-assertion and moral resentment ^ere is 
involved the will that “my reality should be a living and responsible 
reality.” “The god-idea thus appears as a postulate of our moral 
consciousness : an original object of resolve which tends to make itself 
good in experience” (A, 146). 

“The proof of this new-found or new-made relation to reality, 
expressed in my god-idea, is this: that in meeting my world divinely 
it shows itself divine. It supporte my postulate.” The world has no 
divinity, but only “materiality or menacing insensibility” unless “I 
throw over it the category under whose dome its holiness can rise 
visible and actual.” “God cannot live, as divine and beneficent, except 
in the opportunity created by our good-will: but given the good-will, 
reality is such as will become indeed divine” (A, 146-147). “The 
world body to the eye of Fact is grey, even dead with all its work- 
ings; if it is to be reanimated with worth, it must be by that miracle” 
— ^the Spirit breathing upon it from its own resources the breath of 
life. The birth of value, in the world and the birth of god-faith are 
therefore one and the same (A, 148). “Faith is the loyal determina- 
tion and resolve which sees the world as it is capable of becoming, 
and commits its fortunes to the effort to make real what it thus sees” 
(A, 148). The religious creed or world-view thus becomes a postu- 
late for practical living, not an empirical discovery or a' revelation to 
be obediently received; and religious truth has a voluntaristic 
foundation (A, 149). 

Hocking, however, repudiates the voluntaristic interpretation of 
religious ideas along wkh the emotional interpretation, and insists 
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upon our taking such ideas “literally and fixedly” (A, 149) ; for, if 
religious truth is to become “universal and imperative,” it must be 
detached “from all salient subjectivity” and “must state and define 
the scope of our creative possibilities zvithin the frame of that which 
independently /j” (A, ISO). Such a view of religion does not deny 
the efficacy of our own will, or its creativity, but "the region of our 
wills to create becomes the province of art and of morals” (A, ISO), 
not the sphere of religious truth. To be sure “the work of literalizing 
our creed is never to be finished; for imagination and postulate move 
more rapidly than the leaven of objectivity can spread; but they move 
under the protection of the major literalities” (A, 152). And "upon 
these major literalities religion must henceforth and forever be built 
, . . We as mature persons can worship only that which we are com- 
pelled to worship. If we are offered a man-made God and a self- 
answering prayer, we will rather have no God and no prayer. There 
can be no valid worship except that in which man is involuntarily 
bent by the presence of the Most Real, beyond his will” (A, 152). 
According to Hocking, therefore, "religion is indeed a manifestation 
of the generous and creative side of human nature; but its generosity 
is not that of creation out of whole cloth — it is the generosity of the 
spirit ready to acknowledge the full otherness of its objects, and to 
live divinely in a world which is divine” (A, 153) . 

Religious optimism requires that reality is me (A, 172-173), and 
that it is good rather than evil (A, 174) ; that "evil is an essentially 
conquerable thing” (A, 174). But the monism here demanded must 
not destroy human individuality. An Absolute which crushes the 
human soul would be intolerable (A, 181-186). Moreover, “our 
Ultimate Reality must have qualities of both changelessness and 
change” (A, 188) ; it must be “compatible with every relative dan- 
ger” (A, 204). “In our usual conceptions of God, the One and 
Absolute is raised to the level of personality and moral quality” (A, 
207) ; but the qualities we ascribe to him must be grounded in the 
reality of experience itself. And what is it that experience discloses? 

What good we find in the world is "unstable in its whole fabric, as 
if it were upheld against tlie nature of things : life is a constant fight 
against decay; civilization a perpetual struggle against dissolution; 
and virtue itself an incessant strain against the clamor of flesh and 
the devil” (A,- 208). Therefore if God exists, he has either per- 
mitted such conditions to arise, or else they exist in spite of him 
(A, 209). What can we depend upon for the future ? "If there were 
an all-powerful God, the defects in his world would show defects in 
his character. Whereas, if God is wholly good, and therefore not all- 
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powerful, it is at least possible that the mass of evil in the world 
may prove greater than he can cope with. In either case, the works 
of God are of no very tangible value” (A, 209). Moreover, “unless 
God does operate within experience in an identifiable manner, specu- 
lation will not find him,” and may as well be abandoned (A, 216). 
As Hocking sees it, “it is not the power of God, as mighty in com- 
parison with other forces in their own fields, that is of value to us; it 
is not God as miracle-worker, tumbling Nature-masses about through 
Herculean or Jovian command of energy; it is not even God as 
vindicator, doer of particular justice, meeting and overcoming the 
inequities of men’s judgments by a more penetrating judgment; it 
is rather God as intimate, infallible associate, present in all experience 
as that by which I too may firmly conceive that experience from the 
outside. It is God in this personal relation (not exclusive of the 
others) that alone is capable of establishing human peace of mind, 
and thereby human happiness” (A, 224), 

' Although God, if he is to be Imown at all, must be known in 
experience (A, 229), there are “two distinct phases of experience 
wherein God is apt to appear: in the experience of Nature and iti 
social experience” (A, 230). “If that element of the man is present 
which we call the sense of mystery, then the apparitions of heaven 
begin to work upon it, and to co-operate with it; the infinitudes of 
space and time are teeming with presentiment and omens ; and man’s 
nature-world is on its way to be judged divine" (A, 231). And 
again, “given the imagination, the sense of mystery, and withal so 
much self-consciousness as is required to mnke the idea of soul, or 
double, a shadowy spiritual counterpart, and these rises of social 
experience become clothed with a signiHcance not limited to this 
visible content ; the unseen world becomes peopled with spirits, and 
in time, with gods. Spirit-worship and ancestor-worship develop side 
by side with the greater and lesser nature-worship, as if here also 
man had found access to a knowledge of God” (A, 231). "Spiritism 
and Animism are at bottom the same” (A, 233), and “the unity of 
my world which makes it from the beginning a whole, knowable in 
simplicity, is the unity of other Selfhood” (A, 296-297). God is 
known to me “as the Other Mind which in creating Nature is also 
creating me” — “this knowledge has never .been wanting to the self- 
knowing mind of man” (A, 297). As Hocking sees it, "my current 
social experience” is but “on appUcation of my prior idea of an 
Otiier’’; for "it is through the Imbfdedge of God that I am able to 
know men; not first through the knowledge of men that I am able 
to know or imagine God" (A, 297-298). God includes me, “in so 
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far as I am dependent upon him” ; but he also includes my fellow men, 
"in so far as they also are his created work" (A, 298). 

Hocking’s basic argument may be summarized thus: We are 
looking for man, and we find God. "Our fellow Mind can not be 
touched except through first touching God” (A, 301). The point, 
therefore, "in which we do break through to unmistakable knowledge 
of spirit not ourself is here, in the presence to experience of the 
Absolute as Other Mind” (A, 301), If this one point is given, "all 
the rest of social experience with its endless experimentation, trial, 
error, and infinite acquired skill can follow” (A, 301). 

According to Hocking, we find God, first, "as a God of physical 
Nature, a God through Nature creating ourselves” (A, 301). "And 
herein lies that literalness of the God-idea” which Hocking regards 
as “necessary for religion” (A, 301). But as far as proofs for the 
reality of God are concerned. Hocking maintains that "there is but 
one way to God, and one proof” (A, 304). In the history of 
religion we observe the Mind dissatisfied with its world; we note the 
criticism which it makes of Nature, as less than self-sufficient, less 
than all-good, less than real. This dissatisfaction with the world 
"has implied a conception of a world not thus defective, and this 
conception has been set up as substantial fact,” in man’s idea of God 
(A, 306). The leap from this idea of God to his reality "constitutes 
the essential historic movement of the mind to God” (A, 307). 

This leap from idea to reality is in all essentials the "ontological 
argument” for the existence of God. In Hocking’s opinion it is "the 
only one which is wholly faithful to the history, tlie anthropology, of 
religion. It is the only proof of God” (A, 307). In its true form, 
it is "a report of experience” (A, 312) and does not depend upon 
an abstract idea of some "all-perfect being” (A, 313). Tlie crux of 
the argument, as Hocking develops it, is a restatement of the Car- 
tesian basis of certitude: "I think myself, therefore I exist”; "for in 
thinking myself I find myself in experience and thus in living rela- 
tion to that reality which experience presents” (A, 314). In a 
similar maner Homing argues, when "1 have an idea of physical 
Nature, Natuw exists” (A, 314) — ^Nature as I conceive it to be in 
the light of my actual experience. And so it i^, finally, with that 
which is "most independent of me, namely the Other Mind” (A, 
314-315), "The object of certain knowledge has this threefold 
Structure, Self, Nature, and Other Mind; and God, the appropriate 
object of ontological proof, includes these three” (A, 31 5). 

Hocking’s whole argument depends on this, that we escape from 
the subjectivity of Bemtsstseinsmmanenz-^irom the confinements 
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of subjective consciousness. “Any reflection that can infallibly break 
the walls of the Self, opens up at once an infinite World-field” (A, 
315). It is such a “break” that the ontological argument hopes to 
achieve. The escape from pore immanence is possible, Mocking 
believes, because even in the immediacy of "pure experience” I find 
myself “in living relation with that which is most utterly not-myself” 
(A, 316). In the fact that whenever I experience, I experience 
something^ lies “my escape from mysdf’; here is “my window 
opening upon infinity, my exit into God” (A, 316). 

A^inst tliis backgro^d of a broad interpretation of the meaning 
and significance of religion, Hocking develops his theory of human 
nature and human individuality. Tlius he regards it “as a discovery 
of religion that there exists a ‘natural man’ who behaves as a Quasi- 
inevitable drag upon the flights of the spirit” (B, 6). But to say 
“that mankind is by nature bad, is, in its origins, only a more sophis- 
ticated way of saying that virtue is difficult” (B, 6). And the “diffi- 
culty of virtue” peonies Hocking’s central problem when he exam- 
ines the possibilities of “remaking” human nature. 

First, what is the nature of the self that may retiuire “remaking” ? 
According to Hocking, “wherever there is a self, there all experiences 
are referred to a common interest : they are being perpetually sorted 
as satisfactory or unsatisfactory by a test in which no one can instruct 
any mind but itself.” A self, therefore, may be defined as "a perma- 
nent principle of selection” (B, 70). The self "learns empirically 
what things are good. But what good is it cannot learn empirically; 
since the use of this knowledge is implied in the first judgment 
Nevertlieless experience has everything to do in bringing this Imowl- 
edge into the foreground of consciousness” (B, 71). Hocking then 
proceeds to trace tliis developmriit, showing “how it is that a man 
can become what we call a moral agent, or a political animal” (B, 
90). He finds that, given a being with a social instinct, living under 
various conditions of social pressure, “some vocabulary analogous 
to the ‘ought’ vocabulary could be conceived to arise and something 
like conscience to emerge, without appealing to any original moral 
deposit in human nature.” But this “socially moulded ‘conscience’ ” 
and the “ought” thus developed would not be identical with what 
Hocking takes the terms “conscience” and “ought” to mean (B, 93). 
The “ought,” after all, requires an “answering 'I ought* without 
the latter the former “misses its target.” But the ‘1 ought” cannot 
be convoked or imposed from without (B, 94). And conscience, 
according to Hocking, “stands outside the instinctive life of man . . . 
as an awareness of the success or failure of that life in maintaining its 
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status and its growth. ... It interposes a check when an act is 
proposed whicli threatens ‘integrity”’ (B, 99). “Conscience is 
iiative to human nature in the sense that it is within the capacity of 
human nature to be thus sdf-conscious in perceiving and controlling 
its own cosmic direction. ... It is tlie latest and finest instrument for 
the self-integration of instinct” (B, 99). 

“No crude instinct,” Hocking maintains, “is sinful taken by 
itself” ; but from this fact it does not follow that crude impulses as 
we find them in human nature arc therefore good, for “as we find 
them in human nature, no iwptilse is by itself" (B, 114). The moral 
quality of an impulse is due to its “mental environment, not to its own 
intrinsic quality” (B, 114). Sin, in other words, is “the refusal to 
interpret crude impulse in terms of the individual’s most intelligent 
will to power” (B, 116) ; that is, it is ""the deliberate failure to inter- 
pret an impulse so that it will confirm or increase the integration of 
selfhood" (£, 117), If I allow my impulse to assume its primitive 
and separate meaning of destruction, X give it an interpretation in- 
consistent with the integration of my selfhood. “I sin. And I am 
aware of the fact, however vaguely : this is my conscience” (B, 117). 

We must note, however, that apart from particular deeds of sin, 
our common moral consciousness also recognizes something like a 
sinful status (B, 141). Debasement, for example, is not an act ; "it is 
a condition of choice resulting from a series of acts.” “Each abandon- 
ment of the effort for complete integration makes the next abandon- 
ment easier; and what conscience is concerned about is not alone the 
issue of this act but also, and primarily, the psychological status 
which it creates” (B, 141). "Having become self-conscious, we have 
no dioice but to see life for the good it is, and to be restless at the 
thought of exclusion from that good. To lose life, to lose the quality 
of life, to lose the possibility of responding to what we believe to be 
the best, and hence the possibility of being with the best, to be unable 
... to love, and to know this inability and this loss: this is a torment 
to man as it is not to the other creatures” (B, 143) . 

But “if man must recognize in himself a status of natural finitude, 
he must also admit, as an element in his original equipment, an 
impulse which repudiates that status and demands a being at the 
level of his appreciation” — "the wdl to overcome death" (B, 143). 
Beligion “has co-operated with this human unwillingness to accept 
mortality.” (B, 143). The' possibility of changing human nature 
has. here its last ramifications; for “to change human nature is to 
diange what it wants, or wills, and nothing can naturalize within Ihe 
will such a change but the will itself” (B, 148), ' 
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It is Hocking’s contention that “there is more reshaping to be 
done in the human being than in any other creature" ; for in man the 
instincts “appear in more numerous fragments, less fixed in their 
connections.” But in man also the central current of the will is 
stronger and more rapid in springing to a position of control, and 
the instincts are more general, so that there is more work to be 
done to fit them to specific circumstances (B, 151). 

The moulding and reshaping of human beings, however, is also 
aided by social custom, for such custom “continues the direction of 
development struck out by individual experience, and facilitates it” 
(B, 177). It saves us from experiments too costly for the individual 
and carries the process farther than personal experimentation could 
hope to reach (B, 177). It “preserves a common direction of growth, 
and at least a minimum level of achievement in a great number of 
individuals” (B, 177), The situation as a whole. Hocking is con- 
vinced, implies the primary and original “right” of a man to his own 
development, and a right of society only when the interest of the 
individual coincides with the interest of society (B, 184). These 
interests, however, do coincide, not merely because the member 
needs the society, but also because no society can prefer the less 
developed to the more developed member. Not even society, there- 
fore, has “a right to make use of a person as a mere means to its 
majestic ends” (B, 184). On the contrary, “what society does for 
human nature depends on how completely it can saHsjy the individual 
will” (B, 279). 

The relationship of the individual to society, here presented in 
broad outline. Hocking discusses in detail in his book, Mon and the 
State. But he now also realizes that “to all efforts of men to co- 
operate, fate has attached a penalty”; for “whenever a common 
interest exists, an antagonism of interest springs out of it” (C, 3). 
The word “cooperation,” therefore, solves nothing. “Every new co- 
operation or stage in cooperation is the begining of new difficulty” 
(C, 4). There is, thus, “in the nature of human associations a kmi 
of declino’^f dedine,.that is, in their energy of union, which subtly 
ushers every such enterprise toward death” (C, 4). 

Nevertheless the fundamental ventures in joint living not only 
hold their own but, in the long course of history, slowly rise to new 
leyds of culture (C, 4). This is so because the roots of these ventures 
are “so tough and deep that they survive the operation of the law 
[of decline]' and forever begin anew.” “Some of these roots are in 
the instincts of sex, parenthood, food-getting, acquisition, fear — as 
tough and deep as human nature itself” (C, 5) ; they keep alive an 
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effort for association. But these very same instincts, being “the 
toughest of human interests,” also bring men into the most violent 
collisions (C, 5) ; and “the sources of disruption that lie in these 
impulses are proportionate to tlieir uniting power” (C, 5). Human 
existence is thus torn and tlireatened with dissolution in its very 
core; and the specifically human thing in human association is an 
element of cotucious purpose which surveys and controls impulse 
(C, 8). It is reflective knowledge and a profound Understanding of 
human needs, “keeping the tide of antagonism from winning com- 
plete possession of consciousness,” that holds the natural answer to 
the law of decline (C, 9). And it is this knowledge, this under- 
standing, that provides an acceptable basis for the state. 

“Roughly described, the group-forming process consists in bring- 
ing the scattered interests of several minds into the current of a 
common action” (C, 14). The “essence of the affair” is "the passage 
from dispersed intentions to united purpose” (C, 15). A political 
unit, or state, therefore exists “because men are disposed to think 
about their manifold group life as a whole and give it a conscious 
order and direction” (C, 17) ; because, for the members of such a 
group, the competitive interests have been so transformed or inter- 
preted that they are ingredients in a noncompetitive interest (B, 
200), The state is simply “the objective condition through whic^ a 
non-competitive satisfaction of tlie will to power becomes possible” 
(B, 205) ; it is “the common reason and conscience of its members” 
(C. 44). 

So interpreted, the state is. In a sense, external to its members; 
for the members have “concurred in accepting an outer agency as ffie 
mouthpiece of their Own standards” (C, 44). But this externality of 
the state is not absolute. The government is but the spokesman of 
“the best available reason and conscience in the common will” (C, 
45). The state is more than an artificial environment. We belong 
to it in the sense that, ideally, the state wills for us, its members, 
what we, as individuals, would will for ourselves (C, 45). Hocking 
here evolves a position which is in complete harmony with the great 
idealistic position from Rousseau to T. H, Green, The terminology 
may differ, but the substance is there (C, 47). We shall therefore 
break off the discussion at this point and ^all turn to the discussion 
of one other important issue in Hocldng'a philosophy — ^the “lasting 
dements of individualism.”' . ' 

' Individualism, as Hocking interprets it, is simply "bdief in the 
human individual as the ultimate unit of social structures” (E, 3) ; 
the belief -that “social groups and institutions are composed of hitn 



Ch.i4l CREIGHTON, HOCKING, ALEXANDER 305 

and exist for him, not he for them.” “He is the generating focus 
out of which they are born” (E, 4). It is evident that this thesis 
follows from the premises underlying the whole of Hocking’s inter- 
pretation of society. Hocking maintains, however, that this thesis is 
also “the most successful conscious pditical hypothesis of human 
history” (E, 38). 

Nineteenth-century liberalism was, of course, one of the formu- 
lations of this thesis. But in this formulation Hocking finds three 
main defects. Liberalism, as defined in the nineteenth century, “has 
shown itself incapable, alone, of achieving social unity” ; “it has cul- 
tivated a pernicious separation of individual rights from individual 
duties”; and “it has lost its emotional force because its emotional 
basis was in a serious degree unrealistic” (E, 40). As a result, 
"liberalism has ceased to beget Liberals” (E, 59), and the social 
whole has asserted itself as an overwhelming power as never before 
(E, lOS-114). 

Hocking finds, however, that, “fortunately for man and state, the 
ultimate inner life Is non-collectivlzable” (E, 136). “It can be killed, 
but it cannot be bound," And this inner life is "the germinal man, 
the source of -ideas and standards, of imagination and beliefs” (E, 
136). There is no other source. The recognition of, and demand for. 
the right to generate ideas and get them worked into the social fabric 
is the “immortal soul” of liberalism (E, 138). But since the social, 
economic, and political affairs of the day demand a strong state, the 
problem confronting us is how to combine the strong state and the 
strong individual (E, 143). Hocking’s solution of this problem, 
anticipated by our previous discussions, lies in the conception of the 
“co-agent state" (E, ISO) — of a state, in other words, which is 
based on the unanimous action of free individuals (E, 150) ; for 
where we can assume agreement, in our purposes, there the strength 
of the state is the strength of each individual, and the integrity of all 
individuals is preserved (E, 145-146; 150-181). 

To be sure, the unanimities of' thought and will whidi underlie 
the state are usually subconscious and come into full consciousness 
only in cases of public emergency (E, 151), But because the state is 
a manifestation of these “unanimities,” tlie government has a right 
to interfere where. the rules of competition in the business world 
.“tend to give the advantage to the meanest competitor” (E, 164). 
"By accepting issues as they arise, establidiing uniform practices, 
and aiding business to effect local agreements which are beyond 
governmental reach, it can meet reform half way and develop by 
degrees the sense of a professional ethic within the business com- 
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munity” (E, 165), "The touch of government is needed, again, 
where tlie profit motive fails to make industry go" (E, 165), and 
"it must maintain a constant control of the total relation between 
consumption and production" (E, 166), without prescribing, how- 
ever, the specific items to be produced, lastly, "the state is every- 
where justified in demanding that the so-called rights of men ^11 
be understood to be conditional on good will; so tliat without this 
good will all rights cease to exist” (E, 172; 173). The "old liberal- 
ism” was right in standing for freedom of tliought, but "it was not 
careful to add that freedom to express thought is for thinkers." 
"Disgust with Liberalism is probably due more to tliis trait than 
any other, that it has called for liberty of thought for nonthinkers. 
Its institutions have sagged because they have assumed tiiat the 
natural man thinks — ^voters, legislators,, administrators, lawyers — 
people who perhaps ought to think, but who in fact imitate, absorb, 
pretend, rationalize, adhere, far more tlran they think" (E, 173-174). 
But what is true with respect to freedom of thought is true for ^1 
the items of the Liberal program. "In every point, men must be 
free; and in every point they must be subject to a sobering objective 
judgment which checks that freedom.” The new state “must restrict 
liberty for the sake of liberty” (E, 175) ; it must dieck unrestricted 
freedom in order to achieve and preserve true liberty. Such is Hock- 
ing's solution of the great societal conflicts of our time, his doctrine 
of the state which transcends both totalitarianism and democracy in 
the liberalistic sense of the nineteenth century. 

There is a meaning to life which the totalitarian state cannot 
contain. To be sure "in one direction, life finds its meaning in spots 
of valuable experience,” in particular goods, in pleasures, successes, 
and the like (D, 157), "Life has meaning if it contains a goodly 
number of these satisfactory spots — ^their worth colors the frame in 
which they are set” (D, 157). On the other hand, however, "human 
life has a meaning if (and only K) there is a total meaning in die 
world in which it can participate" (D, 159). Utilitarians and prag- 
matists emphasize the former to the exclusion of the latter (D, 160) ; 
and "the disease of meaninglessness which infects our time” is due, 
Hocking maintains, to the fact that, through the normal advances 
of the sciences, human life has been set "into a series of total frames 
which are essentially meaningless” in the broad cosmic sense (D, 
161). "If the wprld is indifferent, man is alone with his values” 
(D, 171), and his ideals are robbed of flieir essential vitality. ' 

Tl^e safeguarding of human values requires, first of all, "the rec- 
ognitidn of objective reality in an ideal factor in events” — ^in a factor, 
in other wor^, which shows itself as "an objective struggle away 
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from what things are toward what they might be” (D, 193). And 
it is because of this objective factor that "man is not alone in his 
grasp and support of 'the good*” (D, 193). Tlie mystic is right, 
Hocking argues, in maintaining that there is a total meaning in 
things, and that we are all dimly aware of it (D, 226). But “we 
must be realists in action, definite, analytical, responsible, critical, 
separating good and evil, refusing to palliate or be reconciled to the 
violence, cruelty, and callousness of the world, concentrated on the 
task on hand and its object as if they were all-important, as if expe- 
rience were to have just such value as by these efforts We can extract 
from it and no more” (D, 227). Then, "at the end of every day’s 
work,” we must become mystics again "in order to renew that sense 
of the world which can shed its value down again on the parts” ; 
we must recover that "nameless simplicity of being and outlook 
which confers proportion, unity, and wholeness upon the distraught 
fragments of endeavor” (D, 228), which "restores amplitude to the 
detail of living and renews its ebbing values, therewith conserving 
the nerve and effectiveness of its enterprises” (D, 232). In this 
mystic faith we experience God as "the element of obfecHvity in the 
order of values.” “Without God, meaning is simply a human spe- 
cialty, the vast universe is devoid of meaning.” But "widi God, the 
world has sense, perhaps a direction. And the wide frame of mean- 
ing returns upon our small lives to lend them significance” (F, 19) . 
Whoever perceives the infinite universe as an edifice of truth to whii^ 
our momentary feeling and thinking are .instantly responding, has 
touched "the garment of the living God” (F, 115). In turn, his 
feeling and thinking receive value and significance through that 
touch. The world is no longer a vast mechmiism, but is imbued with 
life and value. “In the last resort, it is by his own vision that every 
man must live” (B, 403). 

3. Alexander’s "Aesthetic Idealism” 

, The brief outlines of the philosophical doctrines of Cteighton and 
Hocking, given in the preceding sections, together with the views of 
Harris, Howison, Bowne, and Royce, discussed in earlier chapters, 
must bAVe convinced the reader that, idealism in America Im taken 
many forms and has undergone manifold transformations. If variety 
of conception is a sign of inherent strengtli — as some assert that it 
is—then idealism, as a broad philosophy of life and a basic interprc' 
tation of reality, is still a vigorous force in American thinking, and 
the specific twist which Hartley Burr Alexander has given to its basic 
postulates i$ but further evidence of its great vitality. 
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Alexander was at heart a poet’ and dramatist,® with interests 
ranging from anthropology® to education’® to modern architecture,” 
and with a deep and deeply religious concern for tlie problems of life 
and life’s meaning.” Plato and Aristotle were his great loves; but, 
in his opinion, neither one had done justice to the d 3 mamic aspects of 
reality; and absolute idealism had failed to give full significance to 
the problem of evil — ^that terrible fact in experience which has occu- 
pied men’s minds in all ages and all dimes (A, Chapter VI, "Beauty 
and Pain”). 

The major premise of Alexander’s thinking was that "none but 
an interpretation of life which takes into account men’s spiritual ex- 
periences can be either true or lasting” and that "modernist thinking 
follows a falsifying tadc,” that "its ideals of rationality are illusory” 
(C, v-vi). The “modern religion of Science,” he fdt sure, is "as 
definitely anti-Greek as it is anti-Christian” (C, 10) in its antagonism 
to "morals and sentiments and idealizations of human nature” 
(C, 9) ; and to such “relipon” he opposed his own spiritual inter- 
pretation of life. 

Science and history alike, Alexander contends, “fail to give us the 
full of a man’s reality,” for these “modes of learned investigation,” in 
their concern for generalization and for the elapsed, “have some- 
thing of the character of autopsy.” “The living event escapes them” 
(C, 141).“ The categories of science, Alexander maintains, “our 
measures of the structures and operations of medianics,” are derived 
from our “man-body frame” (C, 142). "Man physically anthro- 
pomorphizes his world, constructing it from his own familiar form” 
(C, l4S). “Muscular innervation is the precisest meaning of force 
and energy that we can know, and all the units of work are as defi- 
nitely proportioned to our bo^ly powers as are the linear measures 
to our dimensions” (C, 144). Even the measure of time comes to us 
as “pulse beats and respirations, as appetites and satieties, as wakings 


7 Odes on Phe GoneraHons of Man, Odes and Lyrics, The Myeiery of Life, God’s 
Dmai, Poeiry and the Indvvidual, and Analysis of the Imaginative Life in Relation to 
the Creative Spirit in Man and Nature, 

B Alexander in Afatitlo Masks, Taituaj and othevs. 

0 Religious Spirit of the American Indian, North American Mythology, etc. 

10 Letters to Teachers, 

11 His work in connection with Nebraska's luonumenfal Capitol and other public 
biiildinc^ haa been widdy recognized/ Sec also hts essay^ "The Laat Architecture.'* 

' 12 The following presentation of Alexander's phllonopliy is based upon his three 
strictly phllospphlcBl works, (A) Nature and Human Nature (1923) ; (B) Truth end 
the Faith (19^9) ; and (Q God and Man’s Destiny (1936). All quotations by permis- 
sion of the Oxford University Press. 

u In this condemnation of science and historyi Alexander always felt a fundamental 
kinship with the French philosopher Bergson, 
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and sleeps, as years and life-times” (C, 145). The “Thing of Stars,” 
the whole spatiotemporal Universe, “gets its orderliness and its im- 
pressive domination over our sense of reality from its varied con- 
formities to our own humanly active bodies, and all its intelligibility, 
in good last, is but the progressive familiarization of nature^s chaos 
through the application of bodily and vital symbols first made ours by 
the self’s own discovery of a body” (C, 146). But the anatomy of 
our body does not provide a symbol of the whole of reality. “That 
nature which inspires men’s love and zeal is of another world, and 
the body which gives to it form and expression is not the stripped 
skeleton and anatomized muscles of a man, but his living flesh” 
(C, 148). The very existence of our humanity turns upon the 
presence and surety in our men’s world of a basic sympathy which 
makes possible the transmission of knowledge and without which 
science itself could not arise (C, ISl). In our “humane association” 
we begin with "the eager reading of bodily gestures and tlie flashing 
expressions of face and tone,” but we mount speedily to “another 
plane of understanding in which the intercourse is of motive and 
action, and only the speaking spirit is significant.” "Bodies then 
become but the token and hieroglyph of a reality which possesses no 
{rfiysical force or sensible appearance, yet engrosses all our interest 
and shapes the intensest and fullest of our world. For in the end the 
reality which holds us in life is that drama of action and affection for 
which the visible and tangible spectacle is no more than symbol” 
(C, 1S2-1S3). 

The living man, as Alexander conceives him, is "no chance play 
of creation, but is himself form-giver and color-giver and indeed 
world-shaper; this is not because of any increate being which is his, 
but just from the fact that physically and psychically, and in the full 
use of his native endowment, he reads nature and reality in the lan- 
guage of his own life. His worlds are anthropomorphic for the very 
reason that the only cosmos he can know is known through his own 
experience; apart from the shapes which his body renders and the 
fonns which his tliought assumes, all is chaos ; it is waste or foreign- 
body, and meaningless. Man is the measure of all things, of wliat is 
that It is, of what is not that it is not: we revert to this saying of 
Protagoras, only conditioning it to make sure, that the man who is 
designated as the measurer and judge of reality must yet be man in 
the richest and fullest expansion of his powers, having in him every 
kumm part— life along with body, mind along with life, and soul or 
self or personality as foundation and fulfillment of each of these” 
(C, 153-154). 
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Man the “measurer,'’ as Alexander understands him, grows more 
and more body-free in his concerns. “From the infant's vigorous 
absorption in the untested powers and uncertain needs of limbs and 
senses and appetites, to the man’s programmes of interests and activi- 
ties, which, whether they be the practical affairs of business, the 
fantasies of art, or the abstractions of science and philosophy, are all 
unbodied of an anatomical flesh, the progress of life is toward dis- 
embodiment, and toward a less and less physical self-centering” 
(C, 156). Our personalities "outgrow a merely bodily investment 
and become engrossed in the explorations of worlds which transcend 
first their own bodies and speedily their human years. Science be- 
comes our concern, and wisdom, and humanity, and eventually all 
that can be caught within the nmrgins of an understanding which we 
trust will survive the ages undiminished, though our poor carcasses 
waste into unremembered dust. For now the personality, the self, 
has passed beyond its first need and use of the body, and dissatisfied 
therewith is creating for itself a richer body, extended from its own, 
which is no less in dimension than all that time and space can yield, 
all that can enter into its cosmos” (C, 156-157). And human per- 
sonality thus extended, according to Alexander, is the essential 
ground of any reality that we can know. "Our bodies, our societies, 
the stars, nature, worlds, in brief all our truths are such just because 
there is within us, as the central being of each of us, a person rich 
enough to compass body and star and truth, and make it meaningful” 
(C, 157). "For us, at least, the world’s dimension is man’s spirit” 
(C, 158). And “for the fullness of reality the sum of our endow- 
ments, all of our perceptual modes, both physical and. spiritual, are 
essential. The person who lives through the life, who runs his 
course, he is the life’s true agent; and the body and the worlds whiph 
are its passing incarnations are but its dramatic self-discovery” 
(C, 158). 

But "if the person is to become the core of understanding, as 
against the bare abstractions of mathematics and logic, it behooves us 
surely to inquire as narrowly as we may into the central meaning of 
personality, and more especially of that mind through which person- 
ality becomes communicable” (C, 180). A difficulty arises, however, 
because "it is inherent in the relation of mind and person that analytic 
thought itself is comprehensible only as a facet of the mind, whose 
whole functioning; is required to mirror the person” (C, 180). 
Reason itself is thus inadequate for the full understanding of person- 
ality; and for Alexander "it is the drama, not reason, which is our 
chid aid to a genuine personalization, and upon which we most rely 
for the true depiction of man or of nature or of God ; poetry and its 
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personifications, ritual, worship, sentiment, give us our sincerest un- 
derstandings” (C, 180). 

In our "philosophic modes of discourse,” however, we realize that 
personality reveals itself in several planes, and that each level of reve- 
lation blinds us to a certain extent to the others. Thus "the whole 
image which mainly we call the world of science goes no deeper than 
sense and its derivatives, and reality is conceived to be of this shallow- 
ness, into which personality enters only' as magnification of senses 
and of sense-echoing thoughts” (C, 181). But to rest here, Alex- 
ander argues, is "to be content as with the cosmetics of the self,” with 
mere appearances. “Neither the sense-formed idea nor the [logical] 
demonstration can conduct us into tlie presence of truth, but only the 
idea tempered by feeling and generative of image—in brief, the senti- 
ment — can give us intelligence of life” (C, 182). “It is of sentiments 
that lives compose their histories and shape their realities. The dram- 
atist has known this from of yore; clean his stage of sentiment, 
the good vanishes and naught but the chattering machine remains. 
Quite so is it with the mind's life and the world's actuality.” Mind, 
sense perception, and reason alone yield only "a mutilation of under- 
standing” (C, 182). 

For Alexander, however, there is a level of personality still deeper 
than that of “sentiment,” of emotion, and the passions. To this “more 
deep-lying plane,” reference is made when we speak of the soul or the 
self (C, 182). These terms, Alexander contends, are not nonsense 
but "denote some radical of our being which is persistent, and apart 
from which understanding still evades us*' (C, 183). In episte- 
mology, efforts are made to abstract this level of existence in terms 
of "subject” or “knower" ; but such terms designate only fragmen- 
tarily the character of this third level of personal existence. What 
gives to the self its ultimate objectivity and makes possible its “dra- 
matic portrayal” is the self’s relation to time (C, 184). But tinte is 
here not to be conceived as in kind like the time which can enter into 
physical de^riptlon, not as a mere measure of the flow of energies and 
convertible as are these energies (C, 185), not a time which has no 
meaning apart from its immediate content, its ttow (C, 185), but 
biological time; for “where life is concerned 'we must recognize before 
and ofteTj moving from seed to flowerj from birth toward maturity 
and death; never the reverse. It is such time that forms Iff^ime and 
surii time that yields history, whether of a man’s days or of the evolu- 
tion of a- universe"' (C, 185).“ 

UIq this interpretation of time Alexander finds himsflf again In fundamental 
agreement with Bergson. His ultimate objection to Bergson was that the French 
thinker could givd no satisfactory account of moral values. 
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The physical universe, as our sciences have discovered it, is, ac- 
cording to Alexander, a world witliout memory or possibility, “But 
the livit^; world is other. It owns an evolution and a history; it is 
constituted of a remembered or stored past and of the open possibili- 
ties of a future; and whether it be cosmic ages, God’s revelation, or 
but a man’s mortal apparition, in it alone can be found reality. It is 
only living time that can mature cliaracter ; it is only living time that 
can fulfill destiny ; so far into wisdom as drama can reach, character 
and destiny form for worlds and men alike the one intelligible pattern. 
Biography makes reason’s deepest sense, and biography when purified 
of its adhesive chaos is drama, and the art of God" (C, 185-186). 

Alexander was convinced, witli Pascal and Max Scheler, that 
“there is an epistemology of tlie affections no less than epistemologies 
of the senses and of the intellect, and that tliis affective epistemology 
(to which religions give form) is as keen after realities as may be any 
that is born of the externalities of embodiment.” For Alexander, 
“love and its kindred, also, are among the guardians of the portal of 
truth” (C, 30). But if tins Is admitted, then the whole orientation of 
knowledge is changed. “We are no longer, after the fashion of em- 
pirical science, engaged in induction or exploration, moving from an 
unorganized circumference toward centre and stability, but instead 
we are now perceiving that the process of knowing is genuinely one 
of creation ; we are perceiving that wisdom is the fashioner and intui- 
tion itself a shaping force” (C, 203-204). "Man’s life is now oriented 
widi respect to a good whi(^ he demands, imperiously demands, even 
while he comprehends it not ; and his whole life is a faith in this good” 
(C, 205). Thus, beginning with sense intuitions, on the most em- 
pirical basis of all, if we follow the “instinct of intelligence, wherein 
die heart’s desire has place,” we mount to the highest vision of re- 
ality— “from the science of things to science of the spirit" (C, 207). 
Add from this high vantage point we see only the clearer that the 
essence of reality is drama. 

When Thales first spoke of water as the arche, the ultimate sub- 
stance out of which everything else is made, “he inaugurated the most 
daring and dangerously fruitful of the great adventures of human 
thought.” "His was the initial abstraction of substance from phe- 
nomenon, of element from functionfiig organism, of a natural world 
from its Mstory” (C, 26). In time, the world of Nature, Physis, was 
now reduced to a world machine, the mechanistic interpretation cul- 
minating in the mechanics of Newton (C, 33). “The evolutions of 
the sters are but as death-struggles of a Universe resolving into its 
abysmal cold — all motion downward, into some unredeemable night" 
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— a conception which carries no sense, which means weariness of 
mind, rather than conviction (C, 36-37). It is only in our own day 
that, according to Alexander, relativity and quantum physics make a 
revision of the picture possible (C, 36-37). 

Traditionally, however, there has been developed also a quite dif- 
ferent mode of interpreting experience. “When the Eleatics devised 
dialectic they were giving to reason a second intention, which in the 
run of the centuries was to lord it over most of the modes of utter- 
ance which European thought was to assume" (C, 38). Bat "just as 
the mechanical metaphysics of the Physis becomes absurd so soon as 
it pictures no more than the machine buzzing in a vacuum, so the 
dialectic metaphysics of the conceptualists is reduced to absurdity 
by its own wordy efforts to kick loose from experience with no better 
leverage than is afforded by bootstraps” (C, 40). "The Phyjtis re- 
duces Nature to a skeleton, mechanic in all its attributes. Analogously, 
conceptualism has repeatedly drafted a schematism and called it a 
Mind. The systems of categories, the ladders of essences, the 
moments of mounting dialectic, have all been drawn up out of, have 
been abstracted from, mind's life, and then tagged off as its spiritual 
image. . . . Again we have but a skeleton, not now the grotesquely 
puppeting structure of the physical machine, but webby sections 
glassed and diagrammed. Reality and the life of reality flee us here 
no iess than there, and we turn unconvinced — ^something wrong with 
the instrument, ever 3 rthing wrong with the major conclusion. Ours 
is not that sort of world” (C, 41). 

Alexander is confident diat the fallacies and insufficiencies of both 
interpretations of reality, the mechanistic and the dialectical, can be 
overcome if the world is understood as drama. Philosophy, he main- 
tains, is "an imitation not of the Physis nor of the mind of man, but 
of an action and of life; for the world exists as action, and its end is 
this action, not a quality” (C, 43). Reality as drama, and ** Drama as 
the cosmic category" (C, 45)— such is the pivot of Alexander’s meta- 
physical thinking. It is his conviction that "no mode which has as yet 
been developed by mankind can for a moment vie with the dramatic 
in its facility for conveying meanings that are at once complex and 
convincing of reality” (C, 45-46). 

“Whether the naturalist’s cosmogony be conceived in the older 
fashion, as a sweep of luminous gas athwart abysmal space winding 
into nebula and galaxy, or in some newer mode as Stygian rivers of 
black night, reptilian through their aeons, with accidental whirl-pools 
and confluencies, in any case the image of world-building has given to 
the heavens their whole sense of reason, and has made of the stars a 
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physical presence rather than a dream; and this assuredly is mytho- 
poesy. Not less need be said of the images of terrestrial and of vital 
evolution. The very word evolution implies drama ; and it is because 
geology and palaeontology have been so rich in dramatic form that 
they have carried their stagings deep into our consciousness, super- 
seding the older, and, as we say, superstitious images of earth’s 
making. So far as our science of explanations goes, for all this evolu- 
tion we have as yet no account other than its own innate drama” 
(C, 46-47). “Upon drama, tlien, even our natural science has de- 
pended and does intimately depend for its sense of rationality. And 
the more the several sciences are made interlocking for their final in- 
terpretations, the more clearly does this dramatic character stand 
forth” (C, 47). 

The interpretation of nature, however, is only part of the story; 
human history or the life of man’s mind is another part. And it is in 
history, which is the record of man’s mind, that “most fully we gain 
our visions of the world’s meaning.” By “history” Alexander here 
means, not the collection and verification of details, but the more 
penetrating and imaginative study which "gives for its outcome some 
image of the inward being and the directive sense of events” (C, 48) ; 
and he is sure that “when history attains to this mode it also becomes 
dramatic, reading life as an action, and finding its truths in impul- 
sions which are causally seated there where the facts (be they me- 
chanic, be they spiritual) line out the courses of human destiny” 
(C, 48-49). Here again, it is the larger, the perspective view that 
alone can give us an adequate understanding and can satisfy reason 
(C,49). 

According to Alexander, however, it is not to science nor yet to 
art that we must look for the most convincing form in which the sense 
of drama has appealed to the human mind as the fulfilment of reason 
and the image of wisdom. Rather it is to the religions of men, and in 
particular to the higher and more purified examples. “It is the great- 
est religions, and above all Buddhism and Christianity, which have 
most consciously the token-like character of the drama which is at 
the heart of them” (C, 50). And Alexander contends that whatever 
metaphyaic may in the future supplement the religions of the past — 
be it scientific, be it within the tradition of the religions themselves — 
if it is to succeed in winning and holding die minds of men, must be 
the equal of these religions in dramatic powm*, &nd like them must 
have .as the heart of it some drama pf the world and of man (C, 51). 
.This future metaphysic, 'however, does not yet exist; and, for the 
presenh Christianity gives us our deepest understanding of reality. 
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But Christianity, as Alexander understands it, is not a matter oi 
sects and schisms and "theological persuasions." Its essence is the 
world image contained in the drama of tiie Creation and Fall, the Re- 
demption and Judgment, pictured in the mosaics and carven into the 
stones of cliurch and cathedral, and deeply into the minds and hearts 
of men. "To this drama and to its most tragic and human episode, 
the Passion of Christ, the religion owes its oneness and its greatness" 
(C, 116) ; for this drama is "actually composed of the acts and 
moments of our human living, and of the aspirations which stand as 
judgments and dramatic fates behind the screen of our daily events." 
In it man finds his own pattern self, and this humanization of tlie 
universe becomes the heart of his faith (C, 116). 

"In each human being there is a shuddering duality : on the one 
side his historical and factual self, and over against this that pattern 
man which he feels he should be, and, had he the metal, could only be. 
Jesus shows this pattern quality incarnate; in his person he reveals 
man in full measure, at once man and hero” (C, 117). So under- 
stood, Christian faith becomes "the logic of the Pattern Man, the 
Logos made fiesh" ; and "the Incarnation, in essence, is the fact of the 
embodiment of man’s ideal of his own shadowy nobility — ^that for 
which he would that he could sacrifice all else in an utter devotion" 
(C, 117). Christianity in its full meaning is thus not a matter of 
reason and speculation ; it is "interpretative of the drama of history 
and of life and of our deep-set faith that human nobility may become 
incarnate” (C, 121), 

The thesis here given in broadest outline, Alexander carries 
through in great detail in the book that is central in his thinking, 
Truth and lh« Faith. He uses it here as the key to an understanding 
of the whole of western culture from the days of Jesus to the present, 
and as the key to a comprehension of nature as well. 

"Can the World be less than its action? Than its greatest Eiction? 
And can our World, metaphysically and at the heart of it, be less than 
the highest action which has touched with illumination our own 
living? ... It Is not a simple thing; it is high, and complex, and ii 
is older, in man’s heart than all memory; and there is climbing in it, 
ascension by our measures. . . . There it is,- the Drama, First, it pro- 
claims birth in the world, a comipg into being which is eternally a 
promise, life’s energy ever-renewing. ,• No reality could be, nothing 
but ghost-being could be, without something like that. Second, there 
is the pilgrimage, .with stoppings by the wayside to quiet thirst and to 
converse with the drawers of water and to greet all way-fellows. The 
end of it is understanding, in a world where many move; for no 
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world can be for one soul only, even God's. Third, there are solitudes, 
and prayers perhaps. It is a world tliat must strengthen men ; it is a 
world in which there must be self-finding and self-steadying; there is 
conflict in it; there is peril. Nay, hell is in it! Do we think to escape 
peril ostrich-fashion ? It is that kind of thing, this dramatic reality of 
tlie souls of men and stars, that kind of thing in which devils lurk ; 
whether they be chaos or but just the tormenting husks of life, the 
thing-flung-afar that refuses to be abandoned, but clings to us and 
hag-rides us — ^why deny what every seeing eye burns with 1 . . . There 
is the long rote of those who have turned their faces, saying, evil is illu- 
sion, hatred is illusion, death and torment are illusion ; life and love, 
milk and honey are the World i . . . But it is a lie, and a coward’s lie. 
Jesus did not say it; nor do ten thousand quivering crucifixes say it. 
It is not the Christian truth; it is not the truth of the Drama. . . , 
But this the Drama does say, that after he had been crucified . . . 
something of him whicli disciples had called their companion was 
buried, but that he himself lived, and eyes were opened to his trans- 
figurations. . . . Such is the Drama, known first in the hearts of all 
men and times; known second in the life and death of one man; 
known third as the spiritual scroll of half of man’s world for toward 
two millennia. This is the fact before us. Is its value as a measure of 
reality less than a meter-stick’s? It says of this reality that it is such 
a one as may generate surii a life; it says of it that it is not simple but 
complex, not meagre but rich and great; it says that life is inwoven 
with strife and with aspiration, and that it is capable of wisdom and 
nobility, and indeed that it may be many times transfigured; it says 
also that there are heaven and hell, good and bad, and one not less 
in fact than the otlier; but it says that that which can part the good 
from tlie bad is infinitely more vast as measure than can be light-years 
or star-zones. The name of the measure is Divinity, and in the Chris- 
tian world its ineffaceable signature is a Cross. . . . Metaphysically, 
in its core of cores, the World is signed with the Cross. The Chris- 
tian drama, the Drama of a Redemption up out of the Abyss into an 
Illumination, this drama touches more and with more of verification 
the motives and faces of men’s lives, gives more of meaning, trues 
more with their instincts and acts and findings, than does any other 
form which man’s mind has imagined” (B, 295-298). And unless 
Christendom can recover "the measures of life that are in its Salva- 
tion, knowing this to be at the World’s core and from the World’s 
foundation,” the civilization of the Occident — so Alexander con- 
cludes — ^“will fade into its night” (B, 300). 



Chapter 15 

RECENT PERSONALISM 

1. Introductory Remarks 

Kant, thoroughly familiar and in accord with the science of his 
day, saw in the point of view and the logic of science the only hope 
for "every future metaphysic," The substance of his Critique of Pure 
Reason is an effort to find a secure basis for the exact sciences, for 
mathematics and physics, and to see how far knowledge thus 
grounded can disclose reality. To be sure, he recognized the fact that 
problems of practical reason, of morals, aesthetics, and religion, 
transcend the sphere of the sciences; but .he ascribed knowledge only 
to the sciences and to the understanding revealed in the sciences. The 
rest was for him a matter of faith and "regulatory ideas," of postu- 
lates of practical reason. 

Hegel attempted to unify all knowledge and to incorporate all its 
phases as fragmentary but essential aspects of the dialectic of reason 
which transforms immediate and efdiemeral experience into the artic- 
ulated broad system of the Absolute. Science, morality, aesthetics, 
and religion all found their specific place in tlie universal scheme of 
things. It was inevitable, however, that, as a result of its general 
orientation, its inherent logic, and its weighted accents, the philoso- 
phy of Hegd gave ever-increasing emphasis to the spiritual side of 
experience. American idealists continued this Hegelian "trend." 
So decisive did the value-orientation of this philosophy become that 
Hartley Burr Alexander, who was certainly not a Hegelian and who 
repudiated, as we have seen, Hegelian dialectic as well as the Hege- 
lian Absolute, saw in the sciences but futile attempts to capture the 
essence of reality. his opinion, philosophy would be lost in in- 
tellectual barrenness and its efforts at comprehending human exist- 
ence would be less than futile — ^they would be misleading and would 
betray man’s vital concerns — if philosophers should ever adopt the 
point of view of the sciences or depend upon the methods of science. 
From Kant to Alexander the qrcle of development had thus taken a 
full turn. 


3*7 
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But there were men in America — and idealists, too — ^who realized 
that there is danger in a separation of science and human values, who 
were sure that the conflict between a quantitative and value interpre- 
tation of experience was precipitated by misunderstandings on both 
sides, and who attempted to bring about a reconciliation of the di- 
vergent interests involved in the conflict. The personalists, following 
the intellectual leadership of Borden Parker Bowne, tried to incorpo- 
rate science into their essentially religious world view. Other think- 
ers hoped that the values themselves might be subject to scientific 
anal 3 ^is, In the present diapter we shall deal exclusively with the 
work of the personalists, leaving the work of the opposing thinkers 
for a later section. 


2 . Ralph Tyler Flewdling 

According to Ralph Tyler Flewelling, the misunderstandings in 
flie conflict referred to are due largely to extreme and unsupportable 
claims made by both sides (C, 8).^ ‘Tf the religious claim for Gkid as 
the Creator and sustainer of the universal order be true,” Flewelling 
maintains, "scientific truth is simply God’s way of working and is as 
much a part of God’s truth as any other” ; and if science holds to its 
empirical principles, it can rightly have nothing to say against the 
existence of God, or of purpose in creative evolution, or in the way of 
denying the reality of human values (C, 8). Moreover, there is not 
only no fundamental conflict, but there is a basic need for coopera- 
tion ; for "science daily places in the hands of society powers of de- 
struction so great that all the gains of the past and even of human 
existence itself most come to an end unless moral and spiritual gains 
shall equal the scientific,” and it is only by transcending "a mere em- 
piricism” that man can safeguard the reality of thought, of value, and 
of life (C, 8-9). 

The fundamental thesis of Personalism can be briefly stated. It 
is an “idealism of the Leibnitz and Berkeley type, an idealism which 
stresses the individuality of the real. Instead, however, of starting 
as Leibnitz does with the metaphysical concept of the monad, or as 
Berkeley does with the psychological concept of spiritual substance, 
it takes as its primary unit the individual in his highest expression 

i For tile emnplete etatement of FleveUliis’B perMii.ttUetio ^Itloti aee (A) P«r«OM- 
aUim wiS thf PrehUnu of Philosoph (t9I5) : (B) Tho Roatoit tw Faith (1924) ; and 
(C) CrMltvir PtrtonMty (1926). Flewetttng’B S^nliwl of Wutorh Cid(<fr< (1943), 
although not devIaUng from tho author’s tusic positloni doea not add materially to 'the 
underatanduig of the core of hit thought. It ia an Interpretation of culture from the 
, of view of petsonalUm, All quotgllpps hy permission pf The MaemiUan Com* 
pnjf publiah^rSf 
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as an ethical and religious personality. As a metaphysical theory it is 
the conception of reality as a world of persons with a supreme person 
at the head. Personality is in effect the primary idea, and nature is a 
derivative idea” (C, 12). Personalism is thus related to the world 
view of Howison and was first formulated by Bowne (see chapters 
7 and 8). It differs from most forms of idealism by the careful dis- 
daimer of any argument based on the subjective nature of knowledge, 
and it differs from most forms of pluralism inasmuch as in affirming 
the reality of persons it does not imply the denial of impersonal 
reality in any form (C, 12). “Its principle is that the clue to the 
interpretation of reality is not to be sought for in the abstract con- 
cepts of the sciences, either tlie mathematical and physical sciences or 
the biological” (C, 12), but in “the highest and most complex ex- 
pression of individuality, the moral and religious person” (C, 13). 
It is consistent with diverse forms of epistemological doctrine and is 
chiefty concerned with values. It concentrates on the ethical and re- 
ligious values and represents essentially a Christian view of life. It is 
therefore closely bound up with a philosophy of religion. 

Flewelling contends that when we attempt a rational definition of 
being our dioices are narrowed to two main types. We can assume 
that the universe is irrational or we can assume that it is rational. If 
the universe is irrational, there is no sense in attempting to learn 
anything about it; but if it is rational, then there is reason for pre- 
suming intdligent purpose in its ground, or cause; and “if we have 
causes acting through time toward an appreciable goal, it is difficult 
to see how we can avoid a teleological conclusion” (C, 29 ). “Any 
step toward a discovery of law and order, of rdation to environment 
in the interest of biological adaptation to any end, is an advance step 
toward the recognition of Cosmic Intelligence” (C, 29). If we deny 
this thesis, Flewdling maintains, then we have thrust upon us the 
unbearable burden of explaining how order can be born of disorder, 
and intelligence be derived from nonintelligence. We must be on 
guard, however, against attack from another side, too; for if reality 
is but a logical absolute, the concreteness and discreteness of our 
human individuality would be lost and we would be reduced to a 
position equivalent to that of a mathematical point; we would lose 
all reality (C, 30). In actuality, “the power and the glory of man” 
lie in his creative efforts. “Every poem, every truly artistic effort, 
every invention and discovery .which reaches beyond the bounds of 
the already acliieved and known, every advance in refiection, every 
new light upon the nature of society and of the human soul, is creative 
effort in which he so surely lives that all other life he calls but 
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vegetation, existence" (C, 32). It is in terms of "creative person- 
ality” alone that man can comprehend the reality of the world. 

Nobody now denies that there is change and development in the 
world; but clmnge itself is understandable only as involving two 
aspects, an abiding and a relational character (C, 41), and only in 
personality are both aspects understandably united. The individual, 
as person, persists and remains self-identical in the midst of all 
change. Causation signifies only an endless sequence of events unless 
it is conceived as proceeding from a purposive and intelligent source 
(C, 64). Life itself, born as it is out of a struggle to continue an 
activity, finds its highest measure in its ability to conquer time and 
change (C, 71) ; and this again is understandable only in terms of 
our own personal existence, Such at least is the personalist’s 
argument. 

It will be remembered tliat, a generation or so earlier, American 
thinkers were agitated by the problems created in religious thinking 
when the doctrine of evolution was first introduced and established. 
Now Flewelling finds that the theory of evolution is “tlie most rea- 
sonable hypothesis yet attainable regarding the order of species” 
(C, 81) ; and he points out tliat the very purpose of evolutionary 
thought is to set up an order of uniformity, of causal sequence, and 
of intelligible process for the old notion of chaotic, accidental, or 
miraculous creation; that "its very existence urges the necessity for 
the presence of reasonableness” (C, 82). But Flewelling is also con- 
vinced that the doctrine of evolution "can reacli the full measure of 
order and reason only when it assumes in its causal explanation the 
existence of an intelligence, which is the source of a reasonable world 
and a rational species, as the final member of the evolutionary 
process” (C, 82). “The theistic hypothesis is required to make it 
complete” (C, 82). 

According to Flewelibg, evolution, as an “act of Intelligence” 
(C, 86), is a universal principle of life, charged with creative power 
(C, 94) ; and if we assume the existence of a theistic element in 
evolution, and therefore of a purpose; if we can look upon man as 
the “goal of evolution,” then the creative purpose was to provide a 
field for mental and moral achievement. And there are new tasks 
ahead of us. The advance beyond the physical evolution, i,e., evolu- 
tion in die region of the mental and spiritual, is “committed to the 
watch-care of man” (C, 95). Man has fallen heir to a creative 
progress marked by a new freedom — a progress whicli is moral 
because it is free (C, 96), but which cannot be achieved unless man 
“learns to subdue his own spirit and becomes the moral master of 
himself” (Q-96). 
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Surveying the cultural characteristics of our own time, Flewelling 
finds that "our heads are turned with the new wine of discovery and 
invention, so that we worship the material and the sensual as the 
only realities, while those deeper fires which burn within the soul, 
which make possible all inspiration to creative art, to literature, to 
social and spiritual achievement, are quite likely to be passed over 
as morbid manifestations demanding the attention of the psycho* 
analyst" (C, 215). And the curious fact is that we are able to live 
alongside so deep an inconsistency without sensing it (C, 215-216). 
This is the more astonishing since even today whatever of satisfac- 
tion and richness is left in life abides through a "clinging loyalty” 
to values which lie beyond the material and the sensual. "As there 
can be no scientific thought without the scientific assumption of 
universal law, so there can be no true explanation, religion, or 
philosophy of life without the assumption of the universal reality of 
human values” (C, 217). It does not matter that these human 
values may be undemonstrable from a scientific standpoint, they are 
still the values which give wortli and meaning to life; they are still 
the supreme interests in spite of every effort to ignore them (C, 219). 
Science itself presupposes them ; for "tiiat men should give long hours 
of toil and endure real sacrifices in the interests of scientific discovery 
— for science has its martyrs no less surely than religbn — is entirely 
unjustifiable except from the standpoint of human values to be 
achieved” (C, 221). Without moral insight and abiding faith in the 
ideal of human betterment, scientific research and the advance of 
science become the greatest menace of humanity. Morally untem- 
pered, science promises only universal destruction to that fragile 
plant which we call human Iffe and civilization (C, 221). 

As Flewelling sees it, in the dependence of science upon the final 
test of the human quality of its values lies the true reconciliation 
between science and religion, for *‘both must pass through the same 
little door of social and moral justification” (C, 221). “Science, like 
religion, must be forever on trial, and must justify itself by its con- 
tribution to the common welfare” (C, 221). 

Truth itself — and religious truth no less than scientific troth— is 
a value; but it is a value to us only as it becomes "a matter of faith, 
of spiritual insight, and of apprehension wrought out in living terms” 
(C, 227), "a cosmic outlook in which we see ourselves, our nation, 
our race, ottr world in its multiplicity of relations” (C, 227). And 
tills truth includes all other values. “Righteousness, honor, integrity, 
heroism, the martyr spirit are not degraded nor made unreal because 
we cannot express them in foot-pounds, kilowatts, or bushels. It is 
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only the thing of small consequence that can be so measured*’ 
(C, 227). The values which are “the crown of civilization,” the 
Values expressed in art, sculpture, architecture, music, and literature, 
the values not definable in terms of quantity, are the deepest evidences 
of reality, the profoundest tokens of life and truth (C, 227-228). A 
science, therefore, which relegates values to the field of unreality 
“displays the intelligence of the moron who discards the corn for 
the husk” (C, 230). But a religion which fears the truth of science 
is not only uncertain of its own ground but is “essentially irreligious, 
because truth, hunger for the whole truth, is the very heart of real 
religion” (C, 230). ’’’S'dence and religion are necessary to each 
other” (C, 230). 

Faith, in the broad sense of a hope or confidence or trust in the 
as yet unrisen or unachieved, is an essential pivot of human living. 
“When the aeroplanist trusts himself to the air, or the sailor to the 
sea, there is something about the venture that partakes of the quality 
of faith. When the scholar believes he can master his subject, or the 
architect ventures on a new departure in building, or a man dreams 
of an ideal acliievement toward which he works, he is exercising that 
faith which is so necessary to the common affairs of life. Faith in 
one’s fellowmen makes possible the whole world of banking, credit, 
and trade, and underlies the vastness of proportion which modern 
commercial activity assumes over that of the ancients with their 
caravan lines and pigmy ships. It is the existence of this faith which 
gives stability to the efforts of man in his progress toward higher 
civilization, social organization, and government. All would fall into 
a chaos if anything should happen to render this universal faith no 
longer possible. Faith in the universal applicability of natural law, 
in the power of the human mind to comprehend it, and in the con- 
tribution which scientific discovery may make to human values pro- 
vides the inspiration for scientific research and is the mother of 
invention. Such is the necessary and obvious part which faith plays 
in the lives of men” (C, 238-239). 

But faith, according to Fleweiling, is possible only to a being who 
possesses the power of self-criticism and reflection; it is the unique 
possession of creative self-consciousness (C, 240) and is inseparable 
from the work of the intellect (C, 240). It arises out of our power 
of reflection upon our own acts (C, 240). It is through faith, there- 
fore, that we discover our ethical quality and arrive at a sense of 
moral responsibility (C, 241). Through our power of reflection we 
become conscious of “the deeper side of our rdation to the world of 
nature and .of men,” and dirough our creative imagination we “fore- 
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see the ideal relations between ourselves and our world” (C, 241). 
The insight thus gained is the first step to any achievement. We 
may not always be able to realize our ideals, but “whatever the 
individual may be able to dream that is too vast for individual 
achievement leaves marks which become goals for the race and set 
humanity forward in the march of civilization” (C, 244). And 
faith, in so far as it takes hold upon eternal values, cannot be defeated. 
"The greatness and the glory of human life is this, that it is possible 
for a man to tie up his life to matters of such moment to human 
progress that he leaves the race under obligation to continue and to 
realize his ideal. It may be a dream of social righteousness, of inter- 
national association, of perfect color in art, or perfect line in sculpture, 
of abiding principles of truth, but if it have about it that which goes 
deeply into the nature of man, world, or God, it can never die” 
(C, 244). 

The great human values, Fiewelling maintains, are demonstrable 
only through experience. "To one who has not experienced them 
there is neither appreciation nor understanding; they seem to him 
simply an incredible tale. Such is the futility of the attempt to tell the 
thief that some men are honest, the grafter that some men do not 
have their price, . . . the evil-minded that some act from pure- 
mindedness,.the unloving that there is sacrificial love” (C, 263-264). 
But just as science cannot demonstrate the reality of the great human 
values, it cannot demonstrate the existence of ^e supreme value of 
all, God (C, 264). "Concerning the reality of God, the best science 
can do is to make no assertion but only to leave the field dear, realiz- 
ing that it has no right to negative conclusions in the face of prac- 
tical needs. The best that philosophy can do is to show the reason- 
ableness for the assumption of God” (C, 264), After all, "the only 
convincing demonstration of God which is possible is the demonstra- 
tion of individual and social experience and its basis is faith, just as 
faith between my child and me is the basis of our common love” 
(C, 265). "Man builds his conception of God out of ideals and 
dreams which he finds but dimly foreshadowed in himself, but this 
idealism and this dreaming would be' impossible to any being who 
did not draw his sources from the divine^' (C, 265). Our conception 
of God springs out of the whole of life, its values, relations, and 
possibilities; but they would not be there, Fiewelling contends, if 
God were not creator and sustainer of all (C, 266). 

A living, "seif-limiting” (C, 267) God, Fiewelling points out, 
participates in oiir moral struggles and cooperates with us in the 
process of creation (C, 269). Man himself is still in the making; 
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Furthermore, in the opinion cA Knudson, Howison's Deity is non- 
creative (65), whereas typical personalism*’ is in accord with 
traditional theism on the question of creation. As Knudson inter- 
prets it, personalism "sees in the material world simply a pli Pnn n i>.nai 
order maintained by a diviiw or at least spiritual causality” (65-66). 

In addition, personalism, according to Knudson, finds the onto- 
logically real only in personality; for inexplicable as man’s personal 
agency is — ^“nay, the one perpetual miracle” — it is nevertheless our 
surest datum aiid our only clue to the mystery of existence (66). In 
tlie last analysis, "personalism is voluntaristic rather than rational- 
istic" (67) and "leans toward occasionalism” (77). "Nature is 
‘nothing more than the orderly and continuous intervention of God,’ 
a ceaseless product of divine energizing." Things "simply furnisli the 
‘occasions’ on which God ‘intervenes.’ It is he who does everything" 
(77). It follows from this thesis that the essence of the material 
world consists simply in being a medium of divine revelation (77). 
Knudson finds therefore that, ail in all, “personalism is par 
excellence the Christian philosophy of our day*’ (80). 

Upon analysis, Knudson maintains that in personality there are 
four fundamental elements : "first, individuality, which includes unity 
and identity; second, self-consciousness in the sense of power to 
know as well as to feel ; third, will or free activity; and fourth, dignity 
and worth" (83). But from the metaphysical point of view the 
most important thing connected with personality is the fact that in 
it unity and identity are coexistent with plurality and change (84), 
In personality, thus understood, we have, according to Knudson and 
all other personalists, a sample or specimen of what reality is (85). 
To be sure, complete reality can be found only in the Absolute; in 
human personality it exists only in an imperfect form. But the 
Absolute itself cannot be less than a person, and it is personality that 
constitutes its reality — a reality of which human personality is a 
finite embodiment. Personalism is thus that form of idealism which 
gives equal recognition to both the pluralistic and monistic aspects of 
experience and which finds in the conscious unity, identity, and free 
activity of personality the key to the nature of reality and the solu- 
tion of the ultimate problems of philosophy (87). 

As a theory of knowledge, personalism, according to Knudson, 
stands for the trustwortliiness of reason. It believes in the creative 
activity of thought and .the primacy of the practical reason (96) ; 
and it accepts the dualism of thought and thing, or of idea and object 
(99), without, however, relinquishing an ultimate monism which 
transcends' this dualism without destroying it (153). 
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As a theory of reality, personalism begins with experience. Its 
task is not to construct or reconstruct experience but to interpret it 
(173). Personalistic metaphysic, accordingly, merely continues the 
function of the sciences ; but it does so by constructing “an outline 
view of reality into which moral and religious faith will lit and upon 
which it may build” (176). 

Tlie arguments which Knudson advances in support of his posi- 
tion are essentially the argiunents which Bowne used when he first 
formulated and defended personalism as a philosophy. We shall not 
repeat them here. They culminate in showing that it is in personality 
that individuality finds its only adequate realization; that it is per- 
sonality alone which has the characteristics necessary to a basal unity; 
that it Is in personal agency that we have the source of the idea of 
causality and its only self-consistent embodiment; and that it is the 
reality of personality which constitutes the foil to the phenomenality 
of matter, space, and time, and renders this phenomenality intelligible 
(237). 

4. A Platform for Personalists 

Personalism as a pliilosophy is not the world view of individual 
or isolated thinkers. It is also the basic program of a more or less 
definitely organized Movement. Thus, at a meeting held in Phila- 
delphia on December 26, 1940, the following theses were accepted as 
defining and outlining the personalistic doctrine. 

/. Basic Definition 

Personalism or “personism” is the philosophical theory that a 
person is (or many persons are) the supreme reality; i.e., highest 
in value and dominant in power. 

II. Premises Underling Personalism 

1. There is experience. This is the one primordial and indubi- 
table fact, 

2 . Experience has a discoverable meaning. 

Ill, Principles of Personalism 

1. The personistic principle: Every experience belongs to some 
self. 

2. The empirical principle: All knowledge is an interpretation 
of experience by a sdf. 

'3. The' presence of ideas in knowledge: What is present in 
knowledge is always conscious experience, referring b^ond itself ; 
no nonmental object is ever present. 

4. The principle, of inclusiveness: Philosophical truth is ap- 
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proached in proportion as all the various aspects of the self’s 
experience (sensory and nonsensory) are included, and all possible 
hypotheses are formed and tested. In addition to philosophical 
truth, there is abstract truth, 

5. The principle of philosophical hypothesis : Belief in all enti- 
ties beyond the present consciousness depends on h 3 rpotheses de- 
rived from, or related to, some aspect of the self’s experience. 

6 . The principle of (growing) coherence: All hypothetical 
entities are not only inferred from experience but their truth is 
tested by their coherence with the total data of experience. All 
other proposed norms are to be tested by coherence; but since 
experience grows and new data are always forthcoming, hypotheses 
have to be reformed and retested for dieir inclusiveness and mutual 
consistency. Hence, probability, and not absolute truth, is the guide 
to life.' 

7. The normative principle: All thinking is appeal to coherent 
norms of personal experience. 

8 . The principle of teleological explanation : No explanation of 
an event is complete which does not illuminate its relation to 
purpose or 'value. Mechanical explanation is not metaphysically 
adequate. 

9. The principle of metaphysical unity (identity or selfhood) : 
The experience of memory and purpose is unintelligible unless 
there is an enduring self-identity, a mifas multiplex, (Whether 
the self is a substance underlying temporal process or is itself a 
unique process is a legitimate difference of opinion within per- 
sonalism.) 

10. The principle of metaphysical activity : Everything real acts, 
affects, or is affected, or is at least able to make a difference. 

11. The principle of freedom: The self is morally free to will 
within limits prescribed by its own potentialities and its total 
environment. 

12 . The principle of interaction: Every self acts upon and is 
acted upon by other (reasonably inferred) metaphysical entities. 

, 13., The principle of metaphysical causality: The only causality 
experienced is in the act of willing. AH dynamic causality (as 
opposed to the phenomenal qr descriptive) must be volitional. 

14. The priiKiple of metaphysical will: Any agency or entity 
which has any causal effect on the self must be volitional in nature. 
(This principle is not applicable to any personalism which holds a 
strictly realistic view of nature.) 

15. Ttie' principle of phenomenalism: The realm of nature 
(including the human' body) is the phenomenal product of the 
energizing of God's will, thus having no independent existence. 
The metaphysical basis of' the laws of nature is the orderliness of 
God’s volition. 
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16. The principle of creation : God is the creator and recreator 
of finite selves, which are not a part of him. (Whether creation 
is in time or not divides personalists into temporalists and 
eternists.) 

17. The principle of occasionalism: The interaction of created 
selves does not consist in direct cansal effects on each other, but 
only on God through whom they work. (This principle would not 
be valid for panpsychistic personalism.) 

18. The principle of v^ue: All selves strive to satisfy needs 
and realize values. 

19. The principle of the objectivity of value: The basis of 
human values lies not in man alone but in conscious experience 
beyond man, 

20. The principle of personality: Srives in which there is actual 
or possible movement toward chosen coherence and ideal values are 
called persoiis; and the universe is striving in the development of 
better persons. 

21. The principle of society: The interaction of persons and 
nature results in a continuous process of social experience in each 
person; but social mind is not an entify ind^endent of persona. 

22. The principle of God: God is that eternal (unbegun and 
unending) person who constitutes the most coherent value of all 
interaction and society, as well as being Himself interacting power. 

IV, Varieim of Pmomlim 

1. Reality is ultimately a ^stem of persons (pluralism). This 
doctrine has two subvarieties'. 

(a) All persons are finite (atheism ; e.g., McTaggart). 

(b) All persons are infinite (e.g„ Howison) . 

2. Reality is ultimately one personal being, God ; all other per- 
sons are derived from or created by Plim (plural monism). This 
doctrine also has two subvarieties: 

' (a) God is infinite; all other persons are finite. This is the 
usual personalistic view (e.g., Bowne, Knudson). ■ 

(b) All persons are finite (e^;., Brightman^s theory of a 
finite God). 

5. Brighttnan’s Doctrine of a Finite God 

Idealism, as developed by Hocking, Alexander, and the American 
personalists, places particular emphasis upon the reality and ultimate 
significance of values. It is for the sake of the values in human 
^erience,that these thinkers construct their respective metaphysical 
doctrines; and it is for the sake of these values that they stress the 
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limitations and inadequacies of the sciences. It is not otherwise in the 
case of Edgar S. Brightman,’' 

Any belief is true, Brightman argues, “if or in so far as it organ- 
izes, interprets, and explains experiences more consistently, sys- 
tematically, and economically than any competing belief’* (A, 23). 
Hence, if the theistic belief is relatively the most coherent interpre- 
tation of experience available, it is reasonable to accept it, unreason- 
able to reject it (A, 31). Brightman, therefore, finding &at theistic 
belief does indeed provide the most coherent interpretation of 
experience, and conceiving God as “an ontologically real Person” 
(A, 28), must be classed with the theistic personalists. 

What leads Brightman to his theistic view is, first of all, the 
experience of a moral “ought” (A, 34-40). It is his contention that 
no desire, however long-lived or dominant, constitutes an obligation 
merely because of its existence as a desire (A, 43) ; and that no 
behavior-pattern could ever express the meaning of the experience 
of obligation (A, 44). Any conception of morality which lays 
exclusive stress on external expression rather than motivation is 
untrue to the psychological facts of moral and religious experience 
(A, 44) : for it cannot account for the experience of "ought” or of 
"duty” (A, 47). The ought-experience, after all, is not a mere 
feeling; it Is also “a piece of legislation” (A, 47). “ 'I ought’ means 
'I approve the principle by which all rational beings everywhere 
ought always to act when placed under circumstances similar to 
mine’ ” (A, 47). The imperative command of duty is satisfied only 
if our ideal is as good as we can make it, and our realization of it as 
perfect as our powers permit (A, 49). Duty and value, inseparably 
intertwined, are both ingredients of this command. 

Obligation is binding, according to Brightman, because it is self- 
imposed or autonomous (A, 51). But die moral man who is lojral 
to obligation will be driven beyond hiniself by his own autonomous 
command, and he cannot ^‘stop ^ort of God,” for only the highest 
values actually satisfy (A, 64). In Brightman’s thinking there is 
thus a road which leads inqierativdy and directly from obligation 
on to God (A, 63). 

A God, however, in order to be a God, must know everything that 
can be known and be.able to do everything that can be done. At the 
same time, a rational, responsible, personal God must be loyal to tha 
conditions of rationality, responsibility, and personality, for other- 

Brightman^s works lien rcCcrrcd to ore (A) Valuet (192$) ; (B) The 

Problem of Cod (1930); (C) The PindUtg of God (1931) ; (D) Personaltiy and Re~ 
ligion (1934 ) ; And (E) The Spiriiaal Ufa (1942). All quototloxu by penniBiIon of 
the AJbkigdon-Cokeihury Fteas. 
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wise the cosmos would be a mere chaos. “A moral God, eternally 
active, eternally creative, eternally reasonable, is indeed a God who 
will forever and cliangelessly be loyal to tlie same fundamental prin- 
ciples of obligation and value; but he is also a God for whom progress 
is a real experience, and a God who is limited by the very conditions 
of his being’* (A, ^). Evolution, in Brightman’s opinion, is patent 
evidence of su^ a God creatively at work (A, 206). 

For Brightman, God is thus "creative, supreme, and personal," 
but he is also "genuinely limited within his own nature by ‘Given’ 
experiences eternally present, which his will does not create, but 
which his will can control, no matter how refractory they may be" 
(B, 10). Such a view seems to Brightman to be closer to the 
empirical facts of evolution and daily life, more in harmony with 
the combinations of love and pain which experience reveals, and 
hence more satisfactory as a solution of the problem of evil than 
traditional theism (B, 10). 

Concerning the development of his thesis of a "finite God," Bright- 
man himself tells us that he "started with a theism substantially 
identical with Bowne’s" ; that he then was stimulated by Frank H. 
Foster’s article on "Some Theistic Implications of Bergson’s Fhi- 
lo8<^by,’’* and by J. A. Leighton’s two articles on "Temporalism and 
the Christian Doctrine of God” that he "owes further suggestions 
to the whole literature on the finite God," and especially to Bishop 
Francis J, McConnell’s book Is God Limitedfj that "the immediate 
occasion for the first formulation” of his present view was "an inten- 
sive study of evolution, and in particular of Edmund Noble’s book, 
Purposive Evolution'*; that he also "owes much to recent studies of 
Hegel”; and that, finally, although he does not "agree entirely" with 
any of the writers mentioned, he is closest to the views of Foster and 
Leighton (B, 10). 

' Stated briefly, Brightman’s .thesis is that God "has more to do 
than he has yet done, and so is capable of growth" ; and that God is 
not "the voluntary cause of all human misery, although he is 
supreme in the sense of being able to bring meaning and value out 
of all possible misery" (B, 11). "God is a person supremely conscious, 
supremely valuable, and supremely creative, yet limited both by the 
free choices of otW persons and by restrictions within his own 
nature” (B, 113). 

,For Brightman, God .is a spiritual personality, a pure self- 
conscious experience; and he is actively engaged in realizing the 

4 TK» Amerfe«n Journal of Thtology, XXII (1918), 274-299. 

erho Chrouiel*, XVIII (1918), 283-288 ; 339-344. 
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ideal values of reason, goodness, beauty, and holiness (B, 116). He 
is the one who can bring good out of evil (B, 122), who, as supreme 
value, “cannot allow any evil that will permanently frustrate his 
purpose” (B, 122). “He may delay, but he cannot fail” (B, 122). 
It follows from this basic thesis that no situation is ultimately evil, 
that beyond every obstacle there lies a possible achievement, and that 
out of every evil a possible good may grow (B, 122). Such at least, 
according to Brightman, is the meaning of i&ith in God- 
in so far as God is creative, the entire universe is dependent on 
his will for its existence (B, 123). Creation, however, implies the 
immanence of God in all things, and “the law of evolution is God’s 
method of creation” (B, 123). 

But God is also finite. He is limited both by the free choice of 
other persons and by restrictions due to the Given within his own 
nature (B, 124). That God is limited by the free choices of other 
persons, Brightman contends, is “generally conceded by all who 
believe in God” (B, 125). “If we find God a problem, it is not im- 
possible that he also finds us a problem. Supreme reason may find 
the strange uses we make of our freedom far less intelligible than 
human reason finds God” (B, 125). However, since the limitation 
of God due to human freedom is ultimately "founded in the will of 
God,” it is not a “serious threat to the traditional attribute of 
omnipotence” (B, 125). It is otherwise with the limitation imposed 
upon God by The Given within God’s own nature. 

Brightman admits that the idea of real limitations within the 
divine nature seems at first “abhorrent” (B, 125). But, he maintains, 
since the evidence for God lies in experience, we must think of God, if 
we are to think truly, in such manner as to make experience intel- 
ligible (B, 125) ; and the evidence of experience, Brightman con- 
cludes, necessitates the imposition of limitations upon the very 
nature of God. On the one side is the contention that God is supreme 
in goodness and power; but on the other side are the facts of evil in 
the world. “It may be that we can ascribe all sin to human wills ; but 
we certainly cannot impute to man the blame for the slow and painful 
processes of life, or for the presence of earthquakes, (^clones, and 
disease germs in-the' world. It is difficult for the mind to refrain from 
two judgments on nature : that it is the work of a power which aims 
at ends and achieves them, and also that this power is working under 
great difficulties” (B, 125).* Brightman frankly views these diffi- 


, 9 The reality of evil In the world is as cnidal for Brightman as it was for H, B. 
'Alexander. See the latter's esBay, "Beauty and Bain/' In Nature and Human Nature. 
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cutties, obstacles, and "dark factors” as "elements within the life of 
a good God” (B, 126), 

Four main types of evidence have led Brightman to his conclusion. 
They pertain to the facts of evolution, the nature of consciousness, 
the principle of dialectic, and religious experience. The facts of 
evolution show that "many species die an untimely death, entire 
species perish and are known only through their fossil remains, many 
forms of life are seemingly trivial, and others, such as disease germs 
and parasites, are destructive and exclusively harmful” (B, 126). 
Brightman finds it impossible to attribute all this to the deliberate 
purpose, of an all-powerful and good God (B, 126). On the other 
hand, he finds that “the law and the progress evident in evolution, the 
adaptations of life to environment and of environment to life, the 
origination of higher and higher forms, all make it evident diat 
evolution is purposive” (B, 126). The two aspects combined lead 
him to the conclusion diat "nature is the work of a power tliat is 
achieving its ends in the face of what seems to be opposition.” “There 
is evidence of design in nature; [but] there is also evidence of frus- 
tration of design and of delay in its achievement” (B, 126). 

What, according to Brightman, does diis two-faced evidence 
imply with respect to the nature of God? If God's will is the creative 
aspect of tlie universe, then tliat will is limited in some way (B, 127), 
The universe is in evolution; but evolution means that time and 
change are of fundamental importance (B, 129). Any view, there- 
fore, which elevates God "entirely above time and process and 
renders him an eternal nmc staw — a standing present — ^pays tribute 
to his excellence without relating his being to the actual facts.” “The 
only God worth believing in, however, in the light of the evidence, is 
a in living relation to the facts of cosmic and human history” — 
"a God into whose very being time enters” (B, 129). "God is one 
who works; one to whom the passage of time means something; to 
whom the events of a progressive creative evolution are significant; 
for whom change is profoundly important” (B, 129). Brightman's 
"finite God” is thus not one of finished perfwtion. "His perfection 
and the perfection of his world consist in their perfectibility” 
(B, 130). "God does not deliberately choose the crudties of evolu- 
tion and the sufferings of creation; they represent, rather, the neces- 
sary outcome of his own eternal Given nature, out of which he is 
always bringing a higher good" (B, 131). 

Turning now to the evidence from the nature of consciousness, 
.Brightman singles out in particular the problem of human freedom 
and its relation to the divine foreknowledge, the relation between 
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will and nature, and the presence of active and passive factors in 
consciousness. Freedom, Brightraan points out, can be rationally 
defined only by reference to the inescapable influences of our past 
and our environment, for “it consists in the choice or selection of 
elements from a total field of experience which is determined by a 
power beyond our control” (B, 131). Moreover, the effects of our 
choice are also, in a sense, beyond our direct control, although not 
beyond our powers of prediction and indirect control. If such is the 
nature of human freedom, Brightman argues, then it is not impossible 
that there is something analogous in die divine freedom. “With all 
the creative power of God there may be something Given in his 
nature as subject matter for his choice” (B, 132). In addition, 
Brightman holds, and in view of man’s freedom, God must be finite 
as regards his knowledge; for if God is not “utterly above all time,” 
then “he cannot be thought of as knowing in advance what a free 
person will choose” (B, 132). 

But let us consider problem from a different angle. “Every 
conscious being, or every being of any sort whatever, must have a 
nature; that is, it must have a definite structure, definite properties 
and qualities” (B, 132). Hence, if a conscious being is able to 
make choices, will itself belongs to a self possessing a specific nature 
(B, 133). Can it be otherwise in the case of God? Traditionally, 
^d has been thought of as self-caused being; but if we regard G(^ 
as a wholly self-caused will, we are confronted at once with serious 
difficulties. "Can God choose whether his nature shall be in time 
or not? Can he choose whether the laws of reason sliall be true or 
not? The old questions haunt us: Can he make a round triangle, a 
two which multiplied by two will produce six, a time prior to his 
own existence? Manifestly notl Rather, his eternal nature includes 
reason, never-ending activity in time, and the rich realm of The Given 
with which his will has to cope in the task of world building and 
development. ' His nature as a conscious being sets limits to his will ; 
God must be finite” (B, 133). 

But there' is still more to Brightman’s argument. Every state or 
process of consciousness of whidi we know, he points out, is a com- 
bination of active and. passive factors. “We both do and suffer; we 
choose and are determined in the same act.” Experience, in other 
words, consists of form and content. “There are an element of will 
and an element of sensation in every moment of our life” (B, 133). 
Our will experiences opposition in experience; our spirit faces diffi- 
cult obstacles ; and “we cannot give a reasonable account of our sensa- 
tions unless we ascribe them to a world beyond themselves” (B, 134), 
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Brightman’s hypothesis is that **the divine life is constituted in the 
way in which all known experience is constituted, namely, as a union 
of active and passive elements’* (B, 134). There is only one dif- 
ference. The passive elements are not external to, but inherent in, 
God’s nature. ”We must acknowledge a duality of nature at the 
very eternal heart of things, in which the active is indeed in control, 
but maintains its control with struggle and pain” (B, 134-135). 
This view, according to Brightman, is “at once nearer to the facts 
observed by science and to the Christian faith in a God who can save 
only through the shedding of blood” (B, 135) than is any other 
doctrine. 

Brightman's third argument for the finiteness of God can be 
stated briefty. It is based upon the Hegelian principle of dialectic 
which affirms that all reality is full of opposition and contrast, that 
everything which exists stands in contrast with something else, that 
every thesis implies some sort of antithesis, that every opposition 
leads on to a higher level of life, and every struggle points to a higher 
meaning or synthesis (B, 135). In this Hegelian doctrine Bright- 
man sees support for the thesis that “the divine life consists essen- 
tially of struggle and victory over opposition, a victory for which 
a price has always to be paid even by God himself” (B, 136). God 
thus is “the greatest sufferer in the universe and through this the 
greatest victor; his nature is not merely goodness but also dialectic 
struggle, or, rather, liis goodness is not merely an abstract quality 
but the constant victory of constant effort” (B, 136). “God is 
perfect in will, but not in achievement; perfect in power to derive 
good from all situations, but not in power to determine in detail what 
^ose situations will be. It is not a question of the kind of God we 
should like to have. It is a question of the kind of God required by 
the facts” p, 137-138). 

We omit here Brightman’s discussion of the “evidence for God” 
(B, Chapter VI) — evidence which he finds in the rationality of the 
universe (B, 148), in tlie emergence of novelties (B, 151), in fiie 
nature of personality (B, 155), in the existence of values (B, 157), 
in religious experience (B, 160)^ and in systematic coherence 
(B,. 161) ; and we turn to Ms discussion of the relation of. God to 
human suffering (B, Chapter VII). . 

■ As Brightman sees it, all experience is in the form of opposition 
and struggle.. There is there We something dualistic about all 
religion. “Light and darkness, God and Satan, Yang and Yin, un 
and redemption, being and nonbeing, thesis and anti^esis, stimulus 


. T-See alao Brightman, £. Tht DialeeHe of R^Hgiow Mgp0rioHc0, 
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and response; religion, philosophy, and science alike testify to the 
dualistic structure of experience” (B, 177-178). In addition, "bio- 
logical evolution and human history are processes in which, to a 
greater or less extent, rational ends are attained and values achieved, 
but always in a costly and slow manner, as if it were under great 
difficulties” (B, 178). Against the obstacles in his path, and over- 
coming them in the course of time, a finite God is working towards 
his ends ; despite The Given he is gradually realizing his purposes. 
The Given, however, is not external to God, but is a limitation within 
divine nature. "God can make an increasingly better conquest of it 
throughout eternity” but he can never wholly eliminate it (B, 183). 

If there is such a Given within God, it provides at least a step 
toward the explanation of the slow and painful methods of evolution 
and the miseries and accidents of human life ; for "The Given would 
take over many of the functions of matter, potentiality, the devil, and 
what the Germans call *the irrational’ ” (B, 185). "Yet there would 
be no dualism either of stuff or of ultimate principle in the universe ; 
there would be only a dualism of process within the Supreme Person” 
(B, 185). "God would remain personal, ethical, and rational, but 
the temporal process would be more significant for him than it was 
on the older view” (B, 185). And if this is so, then "human suffer- 
ing must be genuinely shared and explained by the divine life” 
(B, 189). According to Brightman, therefore, the conception of a 
God limited by The Given within his own nature, yet wresting 
meaning from it by the achievements of his rational will, accounts 
more adequately than other ideas of God for the paradoxical assertion 
of religious experience that its object is both a Mighty God and a 
Suffering Servant. It places the Cross in the eternal nature of God 
(B,. 189), and makes God share as a comrade in the struggles and 
sufferings of humanity (B, 191). The Given in God accounts for 
those factors in experience (not due to human will) which frustrate 
the attainment of the highest values (B, 192) ; for it "limits the will 
and probably the foreknowledge of Gk>d, without limiting his good- 
ness or his rationality'! (B, 192). "The Given would account for 
natural evils and the 'mistakes’ of evolution,'* and would "give God 
an eternal reason for activity” (B, 193). It would make him much 
more sympathetic to suffering humanity 'than any other conception 
could possibly do. ' . ' 

, Brightman’s book. The Problem of.Gadj whose argument we 
have followed so far, was published in 1930, just prior to the publi- 
cation of W. P. Montague's Belief Uitbotmd and R. A. Tsanoff’s 
The Nature of Evil, Both Montague and Tsanoff developed .doctrines 
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substantially the same as that held by Brightman. It will not be 
necessary to discuss their views separately. Instead, we shall briefly 
augment our discussion with references to Brightman’s own later 
publications. 

Reason, Brightman assures us, is necessary in the finding of 
God but is in itself not sufficient (C, 73). Moral living is also a 
way to God (C, 78) and supplements rational thought, criticism, and 
philosophical or theological reflection. But both reason and moral 
living lead us to a finite God (C, 91) ; and so also does religious 
experience (C, 115), The “eternal God” revealed in all three ways 
is “always a perfectly good will and a perfectly wise' reason, in the 
sense of being always loyal to the highest purposes and of lowing 
always everything that can be known”; but "his eternal nature is not 
a peaceful, happy, effortless willing that attains its ends as soon as 
they are conceived” (C, 119). On the contrary, "the eternal nature 
of God contains a principle of delay and suffering within itself, Every 
choice of God is limited not merely by the eternal necessities of 
reason (which prohibit contradictions), but also by the eternal and 
uncreated nature of divine experience” (C, 119). "If God were 
both infinitely omnipotent and infinitely good, the very situation from 
which man Is redeemed by religious experience would never have 
existed in a world in which such a God controlled all the conditions. 
The fact that the situation does exist proves God to be finite” 
(C, 121-122): {or, "surely, if God were omnipotent beyond our 
poor power to conceive, he could have created a race of free beings 
who would always choose righteousness . . , , even though in theory 
they were free to sin” (C, 173). That he did not create them implies 
an impossibility which, Brightman contends, can best be explained 
by die thesis of a finite God and of The Given in God’s own nature.® 

Once we accept faith in a personal God, limited in the sense 
described, "law, order, mind, matter, freedom, value, purpose, 
religious experience are rdated in a common world with a common 
plan”; but “if we deny personality to the cosmic cause, then the 
universal law, purposive adaptations in nature, life, and mind, and 
values, become a series of brute miracles, and the only explanation is 
that they just happened” (D, 64). 

6. Personalism and the Problem of Evil 

r 

' Readers of the preceding section will have noticed that, in one 
form or another, it is the problem of evil in the world — of struggle, 

, AFor 'a'dMBiled.ckBracterhation of The Given lee C; 174‘177. 



RECENT PERSONALISM 


Ch. 15] 


337 


opposition, frustration, and innocent suffering — ^which led Bright- 
man to his thesis of a finite God. In the present section we shall 
therefore consider the problem of evil, as it appears in personalistic 
thinking, in greater detail.** 

It is a well-known fact that for the materialist the problem of 
evil, in its philosophical sense, does not exist. For him, the only 
problem of consequence is the practical one of overcoming whatever 
interferes with man’s efforts or happiness. For the theist, however, 
who believes that an all-powerful and all-good God has created the 
world and all that is in the world, the presence of evil in the world 
creates an exceedingly important and critical problem of metaphysical 
theory,^** As far as the personalists are concerned, it was Brightman 
who first saw the full significance and the metaphysico-theological 
ramifications of the problem of evil ; and it was his keen awareness of 
this problem that induced him to depart radically from the position 
first developed by Bowne and at present upheld most vigorously by 
Knudson. 

According to Bowne, God is operative in all things and his will 
finds immediate expression and realization in all events of nature.^ 
Bowne was aware of the fact that if we interpret the world induc- 
tively, the outcome must be "the affirmation of a being either morally 
indifferent, or morally imperfect, or morally good but limited by 
some insuperable necessity which forbids anything better than our 
rather shabby uni verse” ;'• but Bowne maintained that the inductive 
argument is not conclusive and that religious faith demands the 
contention that underneath all the conflicts and behind all evils there 
is perfect harmony and a divine purpose. The order of things, Bowne 
pointed out, may be highly imperfect as an end in itself, and yet, at the 
same time, may be perfect as an instrument for the development of 
a race in character and intelligence for the higher manifestations of 
character, he argued, "spring almost entirely from the soil of sor- 
row,"" and tlie highest goods are not "passive pleastires of any 
sort, but goods of , the active nature, ami the very notion of these 
implies obstacle, resistance, and hardship, as their necessary con- 
dition.”" For Bowne, therefore, the evils in the world are instru- 
trients in God’s plan for the furtherance of the highest good attainable 
to man. And if such a view taxes our reason, Bowne counsels that 
"we must fall back on faith,” on the faith, namely, "that our lives are 


9 See also Rom, F. H., PtrtQtutlUm wd fAe Probhm of ^1, 1940. 
lOSei Rwee’e, diecaailon o( the jroWem, and Alexander’e eaeay prevloudy quoted. 
Aleo Gamertafelder. W. S., and Event. D; L Fandameiileb ef 

11 Bowne, B. P., TAcitm, 2S8. ia/6id„2S8. MihiA, 26S-3<i4 
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in the hands of him that made us, and that he can be trusted though 
we do not understand,”^® Bowne thus accepts completely the tra- 
ditional Christian doctrine and discards the thesis of a complete 
intelligibility of the universe. 

Knudson, as was said earlier, follows Bowne's orthodoxy, “The 
fact of suffering may baffle us if we hold to the divine omnipotence,” 
he admits; but, he at once insists, “better a baffled faith than no faith 
at all,”^^ Brightman, however, takes a different stand. Regarding the 
orthodox view as “the lazy man's comfort of resting where we are,”“ 
he maintains that “the struggle which we find in ourselves between 
nature and ideals is in some way a consequence of a struggle within 
the divine nature.”" 

Brightman admits, of course, that there are evils in the world 
which can be traced directly to human sin and wilfulness; but, in 
his opinion, the universe contains obstacles to the will of God besides 
the obstacles due to human sin. “There is in God’s very nature 
something which makes the effort and pain of life necessary.”®® 
Earthquakes, cancer, infantile paralysis, excessive pain — ^these are 
matters which cannot be accounted for in terms of human guilt ; for 
the innocent suffer with the guilty. For Brightman it is more 
important to save God's benevolence, his infinite goodness, than 
it is to preserve his omnipotence.®® And thus he is forced to his 
doctrine of the finite God, according to which “the Divine Personality 
consists of the Given and of Creative Will which acts under the 
conditions set by the Given.”®® This thesis is but the acknowledg- 
ment that God himself must deal with brute facts which he has no 
choice but to accept and use.®* Creation — and that means creation 
through evolution — ^becomes “no more than certain phases of the 
divine activity in controlling and shaping the Given by rational 
law.”®* 

Brightman wants to face the facts of the world as they are, wd 
render them intelligible, But if “any sort of optimism — sacred or 
profane — Pleads us to die amazing conclusion that everything in the 
world as it stands is good . . . , then 'good' is simply another name 
for 'what is’ and there is no evil, 'Good’ then ceases to mean any- 

tSTJtm'tin, 282; i» Thmsm, 374. 

iTKnudion, A. C, Doctrine of Redemption, 259 ; 261. 
in Finding of God, HB, 
mpiiinoiophp of Ideoh, 99-100. 
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thing specific. But if ‘good’ does have a meaning, then, on any 
sensible definition of good whatever, the world is partly good and 
partly evil,”*® and we may as well face the facts and make the most 
of them. In all of life, if we view it objectively, “we see purpose 
and reason struggling witli refractory material and bringing order 
out of disorder, beauty out of ugliness, life out of death, mind out 
of life,”*® and our doctrine of reality must recognize and reflect 
these facts — truthfully and unflinchingly. In Brightman’s opinion 
the theory of a finite God does just that. It enables us to trace the 
cruelties of evolution and the suffering of creation to the recalcitrant 
and dark Given within the divine nature itself.®^ “To take the world 
as the drama of divine suffering and divine conquest, the eternal 
achieving of cosmos out of chaos, is to be fair to the empirical facts 
and also to interpret the meaning of religious faith.”** 

To expect that so radical a departure from orthodox views should 
have remained without challenge would, of course, have been to 
expect the impossible. Critics were quick to assert that Brightman's 
proposed solution was really no solution at all. As Beiswanger puts 
it : "None of the antinomies disappear. Their locus is merely shifted 
— ^this time to a place within the psychic life of the deity. Tlie 
philosopher is still confronted with the insoluble problem of assim- 
ilating within the Supreme Personality that which is categorically 
antithetical to personality — the irrational, the material, the gross, 
the impersonal.”*® But to this charge Brightman replies that within 
the Divine Personality "the struggle has a control and meaning 
which the random struggles of experience do not have”; that "it 
is an interpreted struggle for universal good.”*® In his view, the 
thesis that there is an eternal uncreated Given within the divine 
nature itself is preferable to the postulate of an eternal and malicious 
Satan who "threatens the unity of the ultimate rule of goodness far 
more than does an antithesis within the divine nature which divine 
power can always lead to higher and higher synthesis.” "Divine 
self-control is more credible than divine creation or tolerance or 
conquest of Satan.”®^ 

The further d;arge that "if God controls the Given, he is just as 
responsible for evil as he is on the traditional view,” Brightman 
meets by asserting that according to his thesis God is responsible for 

^ Ftnding 9 f G 94 , MPrabtem «f God, IfS, 
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controlling the Given as far as that is possible at any given time and 
he is obligated by his own moral nature to find a solution for every 
problem”; but such responsibility does not mean that God has 
created the Given and thereby the problem itself.^^ 

Knudson maintains that Brightman’s doctrine offers no real 
solution because God presumably had sufficient knowledge to foresee 
the evils tliat would inevitably result from his delayed and hampered 
creative activity, Yet in spite of this foreknowledge he created the 
world — a deed which “would seem to imply that he regarded the 
unavoidable evils incident to creation as justified by the total out- 
come both for himself and for his creation.” God, therefore, in 
Knudson’s view, is at least indirectly I’esponsible for the natural evils 
of life because he willed them as a part of the whole,** Brightman’s 
reply is again the assertion that God did not create the terms of the 
problem; that the Given is inherent in his own nature, Whetlier 
or not this is an adequate reply is a matter not now under 
consideration. 

Knudson continues his attack by pointing out (a) that ultimately 
all faith in God rests on faith in the ideal, and that nothing short of 
the highest ideal will satisfy this &ith; and (b) that “if the existence 
of evil requires us to affirm either the divine impotence or hunum 
ignorance, and if one theory is logically as tenable as the other, faith 
will have no hesitancy in making its choice in favor of the latter.”** 
Brightman rejects Hudson's statement of the alternatives. He 
argues that our dioice is one between two faiths for us ignorant 
mortals: “We must choose between the faith that God's will does 
not produce the evil in question, yet can make all things work 
togeffier for an increasing good, and the faith that God produces 
both the evil and also a perfectly ideal outcome from it”;** and 
Brightman adds that although, theoretically, both faiths are self- 
consistent, the facts of experience make the former more probable. 
The denial of absolute sovereignty leaves God “still sufficient power 
to control the ongoing of the cosmic process and sets no fixed bounds 
to the eternal growth and creativity of spiritual life in the universe.”** 

And so tite controversy continues. It is impossible to trace out 
every detail of the arguments without exceeding the limitations of 
the present chapter. Interested readers are referred to Ross’s study. 
Personalism and Evil, Cliapter Y, and to the bibliographical references 

Vilkid., 137. 
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given there on pages 38-39, et aL It must be evident to everyone, 
however, that the idea of an eternally Given within divine nature, 
even if generally preferable to the orthodox view, does create the- 
oretical difficulties all its own. For instance, if the Given within God’s 
nature is the actual cause or origin of evil in the world, is it still 
possible to maintain — as Brightman does — ^that God, nevertheless, is 
all-good? Brightman states over and over again that “God is a 
conscious Person of perfect good will" f that he is “eternally perfect 
good will and eternally perfect reason.'*’^ But at other times he 
speaks of God's goodness as “a power for goodness and reason, beauty 
and creative advance, which has to deal with cosmic necessities and 
to contend against cosmic hindrances."*® It is a power which con- 
quers all obstacles, “although slowly and with roundabout and painful 
methods.”*® But since the cosmic necessities and cosmic hindrances 
which force upon God the painful and slow advance toward actual 
goodness in the world are but the Given in his own nature, one 
wonders whether God actually is perfect goodness — as Brightman 
contends — or a potentiality for good; the latter view being a non- 
orthodox thesis introducing another alternative as a possible 
solution of the problem of evil. 

Although Brightman disclaims any dualism of stuff or ultimate 
principle in the universe,** it is only through a certain looseness in 
his statements that he can defend the unity and the goodness of 
God, at the same time that he insists on putting the retarding Given 
within God. “The explicit admission, even affirmation, of an eternal 
duality at the heart of things, coupled with the difficulties involved 
in trying to place that duality in God, indicates that Brightman’s 
idealistic personalism may be closer to falling into a dualism or 
pluralism than he himself admits.”** The Given, after all, has a 
force of its own. It opposes and thwarts God’s will. God has to 
struggle with it in order to force meaning and value out of it.** 
God is not free to emancipate himself wholly from conditions 
imposed upon him by the Given. He has to deal with cosmic 
necessities and contend against cosmic hindrances. Purpose and 
reason struggle with refractory material.** A dualistic thesis could 
hardly be stated more pointedly. 

As Brightman interprets tlie world, “we see purpose and reason 
struggling with refractory material and bringing order out of dis- 
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order, beauty out of ugliness, life out of death, mind out of life. We 
see every ideal realized in a medium that delays and distorts it 
somewhat, yet reveals the ideal. We see good achieved through 
effort and suffering. We see even the evils which are most hostile to 
human values as embodiments of laws which may be understood 
and, to an ever-increasing extent, made to serve the ends which 
ennoble human existence. Thus we see life as the drama of a 
suffering and striving God who never loses courage in his wrestling 
with the Given, but who also faces in his struggles conditions which 
he did not create and for which it would be unreasonable to hold 
him responsible.”" Brightman has abandoned the traditional view 
that all evils are somehow instrumental to God’s plan. He faces 
squarely the reality of evil in the world and is no longer preoccupied 
with an attempt to place upon the shoulders of man a burden which 
is cosmic rather than human. For Brightman the life of moral 
effort and striving takes on a cosmic significance and zest which it 
cannot possibly have for any thinker who appeals to the limitations 
of human understanding for support of the dogma that all evils in 
some manner unknown to man work together for the realization of 
God’s plan. To this extent at least, Brightman, by compelling us to 
rethink die problem of evil, has liberated us from the sliacldes of 
traditional dogma and has given us a new outlook upon life; and to 
this extent also he re-emphasizes the basic thesis of Hartley Burr 
Alexander’s philosophy. 


*6 Ibid,, 1 «. 



Chapter 16 

THE PHILOSOPHY OF 
ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD 

The preceding chapters, dealing, respectively, virith the doctrines 
of Creighton, Hocking, Alexander, and die personalists, despite their 
fragmentary character, have shown, I believe, that idealism in 
America has taken a variety of forms. With the exception of 
Creighton, however, whose views stem most directly from Anglo- 
Hegelians, the idealists referred to have placed special emphasis 
upon the significance of values, and have presented views for which 
religious interests remained central. Despite all diversities of detail, 
therefore, these thinkers represent essentially one basic orientation in 
American idealism. Whitehead’s philosophy, on the other hand, 
although fundamentally also a form of idealism, makes nature the 
central issue and thus represents a second basic orientation widiin the 
general framework of idealistic thought 

In the discussions which folbw, we omit reference to Whitehead’s 
early and rather technical works in mathematics and logic we touch 
only briefly upon diose works which constitute for Whitehead the 
transition from science to philosophy,^ and dwell at some length upon 
the great philosophical works," These restrictions are imposed upon 
our discussions for two reasons. First, the emphasis is to be pl^ed 
upon the mature work of Whitehead rather than upon those aspects 
of his thinking which served primarily as steppingstones to his ulti- 
mate position. Second, the obscurities of terminology and exposition 
of Whitehead’s philosophical writings are so great that any attempt 
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at tracing in detail the development of his thought in the limited 
space here available is condemned to failure from the outset. That 
Whitehead’s early work was done in England rather than in America 
is only an incidental consideration. 

1. Whitehead’s Early Epistemology 

In his Enquiry Concerning the Principles oj Natural Knowledge, 
Whitehead states that his tlieme is the coherence of the known, and 
that the perplexity which we are unraveling is as to what it is that is 
known (A, vii), And from the very beginning he repudiates the 
traditional assumption that the ultimate facts for science are to be 
found at durationless instants of time (A, 2), and accepts instead 
the proposition that “the ultimate facts of nature, in terms of which 
alt physical and biological explanation must be expressed, are events 
connected by their spatiotemporal relations," and that these relations 
themselves are “in the main reducible to the property of events" 
(A, 4). 

As Whitelread sees it, our perceptual knowledge of nature consists 
in the breaking up of a whole which is the subject matter of per- 
ceptual experience into separate entities, each having determinate 
qualities and relations and being a subject concerning which our 
perceptions, either directly or indirectly, afford definite information 
(A, 59)* This process of breaking up the whole of experience into 
a complex of entities Whitehead calls diversification of nature. It 
is important to note, however, that this diversification of nature is 
performed in different ways, according to different procedures whicli 
yield different analyses of nature into component entities; for the 
entities obtained by the different modes of diversification are radically 
different (A, 59). They are "(i) events, (ii) percipient objects, 
(iii) sense-objects, (iv) perceptual objects, (v) scientific objects.” 
Each mode of diversification thus produces natural elements of a 
type peculiar to itself (A, 60) ; but no one mode is necessarily more 
abstract than another. “Objects can be looked on as qualities of 
events, and events as relations between objects, or — more usefully — 
we can drop the metaphysical and difficult notion of inherent qualities 
and consider the elements of different types as bearing to each other 
relations" (A, 60). 

■ Events, according to Whiteliead, are “the relata of the funda- 
mental homogeneous relation of 'extension.' Every event extends 
over other events which are parts of itself, and every event is ex- 
tended over by other events of which it is part. The externality of 
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nature is the outcome of this relation of extension. Two events are 
mutually external, or are 'separate,’ if there is no event which is part 
of both” (A, 61), Events themselves never change. “Nature devel- 
ops, in the sense that an event e becomes part of an event e' which 
includes (i.e., extends over) e and also extends into the futurity 
beyond a” (A, 62). Thus, whatever change of an event takes 
place is but a change in its relations to the events which were not 
and which become actual in the creative advance of nature (A, 62). 
This sort of change Whitehead calls “passage.” The passage of an 
event is therefore its passing into some other event which is not it 
(A. 62). 

Objects enter into experience by recognition. “Without recogni- 
tion experience would diyulge no objects" (A, 62). “Objects convey 
the permanences recognized in events, and are recognized as self- 
identical amid different circumstances” (A, 62-63). “The change 
of an object is the diverse relationsliips of die same object to diverse 
events. The object is permanent, because (strictly speaking) it is 
without time and space; and its change is merely the variety of its 
relations to the various events which are passing in time and in 
space” (A, 63). 

Both objects and events enter into experience; but the ways in 
which they do this are distinct. “Events are lived through, they 
extend around us. They are the medium within which our physied 
experience develops, or, rather, th^ are themselves the development 
of that experience^ The facts of life are the events of life” (A, 63). 
Objects, on the other hand, enter into experience by way of tlie 
intdiectuality of recognition; and the primary recognition of an 
object, according to Whitehead, consists of the recognition of its 
permanence amid the partial events of the duration which is present. 
The full recognition of an object, however, is carried beyond the 
present by means of recollection and memory (A, 64). Objects, 
furthermore, have the possibility of recurrence in experience ; and the 
essence of an object does not depend on its relations, which are 
external to its being. By contrast, an event is just what it is, and is 
just how it is related; it is nothing else (A, 64). 

Because of tlie interrelation' of events in their extension, there 
exists a structure of events which provides the framework of the 
externality of nature within which objects are located. Any percept 
which does not find its position within this structure is, for White- 
head, not a percept o] external nature, tliough it may find its explana- 
tion jrem external events as being derived from them (A, 80). 
“The character of the structure receives its exposition from the 
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quantitative and qualitative relations of space and time. Space and 
time are abstractions expressive of certain qualities of the structure. 
This space-time abstraction is not unique, so that many space-time 
abstractions are possible, each with its own specific relation to nature. 
The particular space-time abstraction proper to a particular observant 
mind depends on the character of the percipient event which is the 
medium relating that mind to the whole of nature. In a space-time 
abstraction, time expresses certain qualities of the passage of nature” 
(80) — a passage which Whitehead calls the creative advance of 
nature (A, 81). But this passage is not adequately expressed by any 
one time-system. Only “die whole set of time-systems derived from 
the whole set of space-time abstractions expresses the totality of 
those properties of the creative advance which are capable of being 
rendered explicit in thought” (A, 81). 

Awareness of external nature is thus an awareness of a duration, 
which is the being of nature throughout the specious present, and a 
complex of events, each being part of the present duration (A, 82- 
83). These events, however, fall into two sets. ”In one set is the 
percipient event and in the other are the external events whose 
peculiar property, which has led to their discernment, is that they 
are the situations of sense-objects” (A, 83). 

The sense-object, according to Whitehead, is the simplest perma- 
nence whidi we trace as self-identical in external events. “It is 
some definite sense-datum, such as the color red of a definite shade” 
(A, 83). Sense-objects are indispensable for our cognition of nature; 
for “there is no apprehension of external events apart from recog- 
nitions of sense-objects as related to them, and there is no recogni- 
tion of sense-objects except as in relation to external events” (A, 83). 
“The relationship between a sense-object and nature, so far as it is 
restricted to one percipient event and one situation, is completed by 
the conditioning events” (A, 86). The conditioning events them- 
selves are divided into events which are “passive” conditions and 
events which are "active” conditions. An event of die latter type 
is a cause of the occurrence of the sense-object in its situation for 
the percipient ev«it (A, 86). “The laws of nature express the char- 
acters of the active conditioning events and of the percipient events, 
which issue in the recognition of a definite sense-object in an 
assigned situation” (A, 86-87). 

The discovery of laws of nature, Whitehead, maintains, depends 
op the fact that in general certain simple types of character of active 
conditioning events repeat themselves, “These are the normal causes 
of the recognitions of sense-objects” (A, 87). But there are also 
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abnormal causes which produce illusions and error or give rise to 
recollection and memory (A, 87), 

If an association of sense-objects recurs in the same situation 
and is recognized as so recurring, it constitutes a perceptual object. 
"The permanence of the association is [now] the object which is 
recognized” (A, 88). Perceptual objects are die ordinary objects of 
common experience-chairs, tables, stones, trees. They are the 
permanent possibilities of sensation (A, 88). However, in the com- 
pleted recognition of a perceptual object three distinct elements are 
involved: "(i) the primary recognition of one or more sense-objects 
in the same situation, (ii) the conveyance of other sense-objects by 
these primary recognitions, and (iii) the perceptual judgment as to 
the character of the perceptual object which in its turn influences the 
character of these sense-objects conveyed” (A, 89). “If the per- 
ceptual judgment is false, the perceptual object as perceived is a 
delusion” (A, 89). A nondelusive perceptual object is, in White- 
head’s terminology, a physical object (A, 90). 

According to Whitehead it is an essential characteristic of a 
physical object that its situation is an active condition for its per- 
ception; and the apprehension of an event as the situation of a 
physical object is the most complete perception of tlie character of 
an event. “It represents a fundamental perception of a primary law 
of nature” (A, 90). However, our thought cannot rest satisfied 
here. Although the physical events “work” in the ordinary affairs 
of life, they are not adequate for the purposes of science. Their 
inadequacy in this respect arises from the fact that they do not 
necessarily represent the essential factors in the recognition of sense- 
objects (A, 93). Actually, according to Whitehead, “the perceptual 
judgment whi(^ is present in the completed recognition of physical 
objects introduces the notion of hypothetical perceptions by percipient 
objects, located for an indefinite number of hypotlietical percipient 
events” (A, 93-94). That is to say, the perceptual judgment intro- 
duces hypothetical objects as the active conditions for the occurrence 
of physical objects ; and tliese hypothetical objects are the objects oj 
science. “The physical objects are the links connecting nature as 
perceived, with nature as conditioning its own perception" (A, 94). 
The transition from physical objects to the (idealized) objects of 
science is accomplished through the appliration of the principles' of 
extensive abstraction (A, Part III) — a process which, starting with 
a given physical , object and “reducing" all its surfaces in equal pro- 
portion, approaches tlie ideal limit of this object in much the same 
way in which the continuation of the decimal fraction 0,3 to 0.33, 
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0,333, 0.3333, 0.3333 • • • “approaches” the limit or true value of 1/3. 
Via a sequence of concentric “sliells” we can thus reduce a sphere to 
its ideal limit, or can approach that limit to any degree of precision 
that might be required. 

The reduction of isolated physical objects to their ideal limits is 
a necessary but by no means the most important step in the develop- 
ment of the sciences. The introduction of causal relations is at least 
as important. However, causal characters can be known to us 
directly only as functions of apparent clraracters, and the question 
is, how can the transition be made from sense-objects to the causal 
relations needed in the sciences? As Whitehead sees it, “the climb 
from the senseobject to the perceptual object, and from the per- 
ceptual object to the scientific object, and from the complex scientific 
object (such as the molecule) to the (temporally, in a stage of 
science) ultimate scientific object (such as the electron) is a steady 
pursuit of simplicity, permanence, and self-sufficiency, combined with 
the essential attribute of adequacy for the purpose of defining the 
apparent character” (A, 186). Starting from our experience of 
sense-object, we reach as the first stage in our “climb” the discovery 
of perceptual objects — both normal and abnormal (A, 186). The 
realization of the distinction between normal and abnormal per- 
ceptual objects leads to the introduction of physical objects as dis- 
tinguished from the delusive perceptual objects. At this stage of our 
“climb,” rules have been attained, eitlier by instinctive practice or 
by the exercise of intelligence or by the interplay between the two, by 
which we know what to attend to and what to discard in judging the 
character of an event from the situations of sense-objects. “Physical 
objects are found to be 'material' objects” (A, 187). But now 
science intervenes with the express purpose of exhibiting our per- 
ceptions as our awareness of the characters of events and of relations 
between characters of events. Science, in other words, now attempts 
to establish causal connections (A, 187). 

The physical objects are obtained by disregarding abnormalities; 
but physical objects themselves lack definiteness and permanence, 
and are not adequate for the purposes of scientific explanation. The 
characters of their mutual relations, however, disclose further per- 
manences recognizable in events, and among these are the scientific 
objects (A, 187); The causal characters, furthermore, which are 
the characters of apparent characters, are found to be' expressible as 
certain scientific objects, molecules and electrons, and as certain 
characters of events whidi do not necessarily themselves exhibit any 
apparent characters (A, 188). The concepts of ultimate scientific 
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objects and their interrelations in events are thus our abstract intel- 
lectual apprehension of certain permanent characters of events 
(A, 188). "The ultimate scientific objects (at present^ electrons 
and positive electric charges) are ‘uniform’ objects; and, in the 
limited sense of charges in the ‘occupied’ events, they are also 
‘material’ objects.** ‘‘The ‘causal components’ of a physical object 
are the scientific objects whidi occupy parts of the situation of the 
physical object, and whose total assemblage is what constitutes the 
qualities which are the apparent character which is the physical 
object apparent in the situation*’ (A, 189). 


2. Introduction to a Broader Theory of Knowledge 

As his philosophy matured, Whitehead became convinced that 
reason, the very essence of intelligence, performs two essentially 
different functions: one, the function of ‘‘practical reason**; the 
other, the function of “speculative reason.’* From tlie practical point 
of view it is the function of reason to promote the art of life (F, 2). 
Reason guides and directs the active attack on the environment, and 
does so under the influence of a threefold urge; (i) to live, (ii) to 
live well, (iii) to live better (F, 5), Reason here is "a factor in 
experience which directs and criticizes the urge towards the attain- 
ment of an end realized in imagination but not in fact’* (F, 5). 
Because reason is involved, the conduct of human affairs is entirely 
dominated by our recognition or foresight determining purpose, and 
purpose issuing in conduct (F, 9) ; and without the admission and 
recognition of final causes in human affairs, those affairs themselves 
remain unintelligible (F, 10-12). But if we do admit the category 
of final causation, then, according to Whitehead, we cannot only 
understand practical affairs but we can also define the primary 
function of reason itself. “This function is to constitute, emphasize, 
and criticize the final causes and strength of aims directed toward 
them** (F, 21). Reason, in this sense, is the enlightenment of 
purpose and, within limits, renders purpose effective (F, 29). 

Reason in its speculative function is enthroned above the practical 
tasks of the world and, with disinterested curiosity, seeks an under- 
standing of the world (F, 29). "It is driven forward Iqr the ultimate 
faith that a particular fact is understandable as illustrating the general 
principles of its own nature.and of its status among other particular 
facts'* (F, 29). "It presupposes life, and seeks life rendered good 
with the goodness of understanding" (F, 30). "The progress which 
it seeks is always the progress of a better understanding" (F, 30) . 
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The history of practical reason can be traced back into the animal 
life from which mankind emerged. "Its span is measured in terms 
of millions of years” (F, 31). The history of speculative reason, on 
the other hand, is essentially the history of civilization, and “its span 
is about six thousand years" (F, 32) , The critical turn which gave to 
speculative reason its supreme importance came when the Greeks, 
discovering mathematics and logic, introduced method into specu- 
lation (F, 32, 52) s for this introduction of method freed reason 
from its sole dependence on mystic vision and fanciful suggestion 
(F, 32) ; "it produced systems instead of inspirations” (F, 32). 

According to Whitehead "the pragmatic function of reason 
provides the agency procuring the upward trend of animal evolution. 
But the doctrine of the upward trend equally rerpiires explanation 
in the purely physical cosmos. Our scientific formulation of physics 
displays a limited universe in process of dissipation. We require a 
counter-agency to explain the existence of a universe in dissipation 
within a finite time” (F, 22). And such an explanation can be given 
only if our cosmology shows an interweaving of efficient and final 
causation (F, 22). "If we survey the world as a physical system 
determined by its antecedent states* it presents to us the spectacle of 
a finite system steadily running down — losing its activities and 
varieties. The various evolutionary formulae give no hint of any 
contrary tendency. The struggle for existence gives no hint why 
more complex, delicate organisms should arise” (F, 71-72). But, 
Whitehead continues, "tliere is in nature some tendency upwards, 
in a contrary directioii to the aspect of physical decay. In our 
experience we find appetition, effecting a final causation towards 
ideal ends which lie outside the mere physical tendency” *, and in our 
experience also we find reason and speculative imagination. "There 
is a discrimination of appetitions according to a rule of fitness.” 
This reign of Reason may be vacillating, vague, and dimj but it is 
there. And in and tluroug^ it we obtain some loiowledge of that 
counter-tendency which converts the decay of one order into the 
birth of its successor (F, 72). For a full understanding of this 
situation both functions of reason — ^the practical and the speculative 
— are indispensable. 

. With Kant; Whitehead believes that all understanding grows out 
of experience. Experience, however, aa .Whitehead sees it, rests 
upon two contrasting ideas.. "One of them is the notion of impor- 
. tahce,. the sense of importance, tlie' presupposition of importance. 
The other is the notion of matter-of-fact” (I, 5), These two notions 
a.re- antithetical and require each other j for sheer matter-of-fact is 
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the basis of importance, and importance is important because of its 
inescapable character of matter-of-fact (I, S). "We concentrate by 
reason of a sense of importance. And when we concentrate, we 
attend to matter-of-fact" (I, S). 

It is importance that gives us perspectives concerning matter-of- 
fact (I, 8-1 S). The terms "morality,” “logic,” “religion,” “art” 
designate but subordinate species of the broad genus "importance” 
(I, 16). “Ideals lie beyond matter-of-fact, and yet provide the color 
of its development” (I, 25). By contrast, matter-of-fact, as such, 
is an abstraction, arrived at by confining thought to purely formal 
relations which then masquerade as the final reality. "This is why 
science, in its perfection, relapses into the study of differential 
equations. The concrete world has slipped through the meshes of 
the scientific net” (I, 25). 

If what has just been said is true, then the first principle of 
epistemology should be that "the changeable, shifting aspects of our 
relations to nature are the primary topics for conscious observation” 
(I, 41). “Interest and importance are the primary reasons for the 
effort after exact discrimination of sense-data” (I, 44) ; and interest 
and importance determine the function and structure of language 
(I, 44-57), although language, in turn, increases enormously the 
immediate imaginative experience (I, 46) and conveys the identities 
on which knowledge is based (I, 54). In and through language the 
realities of immediate experience are transformed into coordinated 
conceptual experiences which are subject to aesthetic and logical 
integration (I, 55), 

Keeping the preceding discussion in mind as a general back- 
ground, we shall now examine Whitehead’s theory of knowledge 
somewhat in detail, fully aware of the fact that this epistemology 
is ultimately inseparable from ontology — from an ontology, more 
specifically, whidi Whitehead himself has characterized by the 
phrase “process and reality.” 

3. Whitehead’s Theory of Knowledge 

. Whitehead’s philosophy is frankly speculative in the sense that it 
. is an “endeavor to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of 
general ideas in terms of which every element of our experience can 
be interpreted” as a particular instance of the general scheme (G, 4). 
The first requisite for the realization of such a goal is “philosophical 
generalization” of the utilization of specific notions, applying to a 
restricted group of facts, for the divination of the generic notions 
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which apply to all facts (G, 8). Tlie second requisite, indispensable 
for the success of imaginative construction, is "unflinching pursuit 
of tlie two rationalistic ideals, coherence and logical perfection” 
(G, 8). “The requirement of coherence is the great preservative of 
rationalistic sanity” (G, 9). 

According to Whitehead die proper objective of philosophy is 
the gradual elaboration of categorical scliemes, definitely stated at 
each stage of progress (G, 12). Its starting point is some datum 
in the act of experience (G, 238). Since the whole philosophical 
system depends on the starting point, it is impossible to scrutinize 
too carefully the character to be assigned to the datum (G, 238). 
Hume’s doctrine of impressions of sensations, for example, is two- 
fold, containing a subjectivist and a sensationalist principle, and the 
subsequent history of philosophy is die story of attempts to deal 
with the resulting confusions and abstractions. “The subjectivist 
principle is, that the datum in the act of experience can be adequately 
analyzed purely in terms of universals” (G, 239). “The sensa- 
tionalist principle is, that the primary activity in the act of experience 
is die bare subjective entertainment of the datum, devoid of any 
subjective form of reception. This is the doctrine of mere sensa- 
tion” (G, 239). As Whiteliead sees it, the difficulties of all schools 
of modern philosophy lie in the fact that, having accepted the sub- 
jectivist principle, they continue to ' use philosophical categories 
derived from anodier point of view (G, 253), Whitehead feels 
sure that his “philosophy of organism” can avoid this inconsistency. 

One of the reasons for metaphysical difficulties, Whitehead main- 
tains, is the failure to lay due emphasis on symbolic reference 
(G, 255). After all, pure presentational immediacy of experience 
defines only a durative cross section of the universe and gives us no 
information as to die past or the future (G, 255), Only symbolic 
reference enables us to transcend the immediately experienced; and 
die mind is functioning symbolically when some components of 
its experience elicit consciousness, beliefs, emotions, and usages 
respecting odier components of its experience (E, 8). “The former 
set of components are the ’symbols,’ and the latter set constitute the 
‘meaning’ of the symbols” (E, 8), The organic functioning whereby 
there is transition from the symbol to the meaning, Whitehead calls 
‘^symbol reference,” It is the active synthetic element contributed 
by the nature of the percipient (E, 8). “The result of symbolic 
reference is what the actual world is for us, as tliat datum in our 
experience productive of feelings, emotions, satisfactions, actions, 
and finally' as the. topic for conscious recognition” (E, 18) . 
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Symbolic reference, however, rather than conceptual analysis, 
may also entail error; for error occurs when some “direct recog- 
nition” disagrees, in its report of the actual world, with the con- 
scious recognition of the fused product resulting from symbolic 
reference (E, 19; G, 256). "Truth and error dwell in the world by 
reason of synthesis: every actual thing is synthetic: and symbolic 
reference is one primitive form of synthetic activity whereby what is 
actual arises from its given phases” (E, 21). 

Reference has been made to "presentational immediacy.” As 
far as Whitehead is concerned, this term desigaiates what is com- 
monly called "sense-perception” (E, 21; G, 95). But Wliitehead 
uses the term under limitations and extensions which are foreign 
to the meaning of sense-perception (E, 21; G, 101-103). As he 
views it, "presentational immediacy is our immediate perception 
of the contemporary external world, appearing as an element con- 
stitutive of our own experience. In this appearance the world dis- 
closes itself to be a community of actual things, which are actual 
in the same sense as we are” (E, 21). The appearance of the 
world is effected by the mediation of qualities, such as colors, sounds, 
tastes, etc., which can with equal truth be described as our sensa- 
tions or as the qualities of the actual things which we perceive 
(E, 21-22). "These qualities are thus relational between the per- 
ceiving subject and the perceived tilings” (E, 22). They can be 
isolated only by abstracting them from their implication in the 
scheme of spatial relatedness of the perceived things to each other 
and to the perceiving subject (E, 22). 

The sense-data introduce the extended physical entities into 
our experience under perspectives provided by a spatial scheme the 
relations of which, taken by themselves, are generic abstractions. 
"The perspectives of the sense-data provided by the spatial relations 
are the specific relations whereby the external contemporary things 
are to this extent part of our experience” (E, 22). Among the 
objects thus introduced into experience are the various organs of our 
own body (E, 22). The body organs, together with other external 
things, form the contemporary environment of the percipient 
organism (E, 23). The disclosure of a contemporary world by 
presentational immediacy is thus bound up with the disclosure of 
the solidarity of actual things by reason of their participation in an 
impartial system of spatial .»ctension (E, 23). "Beyond this, the 
knowledge provided by . pure presentational immediacy is vivid, 
precise, and barren” (E, 23). It is barren because pure presenta- 
tional immediacy refuses to be divided into delusion and not-delusion 
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(E, 24). A division of objects into physical things and delusions 
rests upon grounds other than pure presentational immediacy 
(G, 100). 

According to Whitehead, "presentational immediacy illustrates 
the contemporary world in respect to its potentiality for extensive 
subdivision into atomic actualities and in respect to the scheme of 
perspective relationships which thereby eventuates. But it gives no 
information as to the actual atomization of this contemporary 'real 
potentiality* " (G, 188). At this point “objectification" must sup- 
plement presentational immediacy. “The sense-data involved in 
presentational immediacy have a wider relationship in the world than 
the contemporary things can express’* (E, 24). This wider rela- 
tionship can only be understood by examining the alternative mode 
of perception, the mode of causal efficacy (E, 24-25). 

As Whitehead views the cognitive situation, the sense-data of 
presentational immediacy are “given"; and their givenness arises 
from the functioning of the antecedent physical body of the subject 
(G, 97 ). This functioning of the body, however, can in its turn be 
analyzed as representing the influence of the more remote past, a 
past common alike to the subject and to its contemporary actual 
entities (G, 97; 182-184). The sense-data thus connect the actual 
entities of the past with the actual entities of the contemporary 
things and of the past things (G, 97). Conversely, the prdiensions 
of the contemporary world exhibit themselves as sense-perceptions, 
effected by means of the bodily organs of sensation (H, 278). But 
this is not the whole story. 

If we pursue the analysis further, Whitehead maintains, we shall 
be driven to a "conception of the world as an interplay of functional 
activity whereby ea^ concrete individual thing arises from its 
determinate relativity to the settled world of other concrete indi- 
viduals, at least so kr as the world is past and settled" (E, 29). 

In his interpretation of the “causal mode of prehension" White- 
head repudiates the doctrines of Hume and Kant (G, 198-237; 
E, 30-39) because both thinkers “find ‘causal efficacy’ to be the 
importation, into the data, of a way of thinking or judging about 
those data," one thinker calling it a “habit of thought,” the other 
calling it a “category of thought” (E, 39-40). Underlying both the 
Humean and the Kantian misconceptions is the mistaken interpre- 
tation of time as merely the generic notion of pure succession (E, 40; 
'34736). But time in this sense is an abstraction and not given with 
the data of presentational immediacy. For his own part, Whitehead 
bolds that the overwhdming conformation of fact, in present action. 
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to antecedent settled fact is the crucial matter (E, 41)— a conforma- 
tion which is encountered at all levels of existence, but at the lower 
levels more than at the higher. “A flower turns to the light with 
much greater certainty than does a human being, and a stone con- 
forms to the conditions set by its external environment with much 
greater certainty than does a flower” (E, 42). 

According to Whitehead’s thesis, “the perception of conformation 
to realities in the environment is the primitive element in our 
eternal experience” (E, 43). But intertwined with this conforma- 
tion there occur, at least at the higher levels, functions of “retreat 
from” and of “expansion towards.” In association with these func- 
tions we experience feelings and emotions— anger, hatred, fear, 
terror, attraction, love, hunger, eagerness, massive enjoyment 
(E, 45); and these emotions are “accompanied by the dearest 
recognition of other actual things reacting upon ourselves” (E, 45). 
The experiential situation, therefore, is this: At first "die causal 
side of experience is dominating, then the seiise-presentation gains 
in subtlety. Their mutual symbolic reference is finally purged by 
consciousness and the critical reason with the aid of a pragmatic 
appeal to consequences” (E, 49). The result is our experience of a 
world of things in causal interconnections (£, 50-53). 

Prom the very beginning our experience must thus be viewed 
under two modes of prdiension, the mode of presentative immedia*^ 
and the mode of causal efficacy; and in the “intersection” of these 
modes “the spatial and temporal relationships of the human body, as 
causally apprehended, to the external contemporary world, as imme- 
diately presented, afford a fairly definite scheme of spatial and 
temporal reference whereby we test the symbolic use of sense- 
projection for the determination of the positions of bodies controlling 
the course of nature” (E, 56). “Ultimately all observation, scientific 
or popular, consists in the determination of the spatial relation of the 
bodily organs of the observer to the location of 'projected’ sense- 
data” (E, 56; G, 474-480 ; 482). 

There is a “togetherness” in experience, Whitehead maintains, 
which is explicable by reference to nothing else — the “stream” of 
experience itself (G, 288). It is a togetherness that is given and 
therefore nonderivative. When this “stream” is “atomized with 
definite divisions,” it Incomes “a ‘nexus’ of actualities.” Each 
actual division, when viewed either as a nexus in its formal complete- 
ness or as itself constituting an objectified nexus within some exten- 
sive medium, is an event (G,.124; 113). In other words, an event 
is a definite fact with a date (G, 352). It is an actual entity (G, 35). 
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Its essence is that it itself is a nexus of specific experiential occasions 
(Gj 124: H, 258-267). A molecule or a stone is as much an event 
as an atom or a human being. 

When we say that we see a “gray stone,*’ our language refers to 
presentational immediacy as interpreted by symbolic reference. The 
interpretation arises from the “complex integration of (i) the causal 
efficacy of the antecedent ^e in the vision, (ii) the presentational 
immediacy of the stone-image, (iii) the presentational immediacy 
of the eye-strain” (G, 263). The experience as a whole involves 
two ultimate classes of mutually exclusive entities. “One class con- 
sists of ‘actual entities,’ which in die philosophical tradition are 
mis-described as ‘particulars’ : and the other class consists of forms 
of definiteness, here named ‘eternal objects,’ which in comparison 
with actual entities are mis-described as ‘universals’” (G, 239: 
Part II, Ch. I, Sect. V). Analysis reveals that, as a rule, the 
adjectival words fixating the experience express information derived 
from the mode of immediacy, whereas the substantives convey our 
dim percepts in the mode of efficacy (G, 272). The word “gray” 
thus refers to the gray shape immediately before our eyes, which 
arises in complete independence so far as any discernible nexus is 
concerned. The word “stone,” on the other hand, refers to particular 
feelings of efficacy in the immediate past, combined with anticipa- 
tions for the immediate future. The former percept is “definite, 
limited, controllable, pleasant or unpleasant, and witli no reference 
to past or to future.” The latter percept is “vaguely localized, and 
conjecturally identified with the very definite localization of the 
‘gray’ perceptum” (G, 272). “Thus, so far as concerns conscious 
judgment, tlie symbolic reference is the acceptance of the evidence 
of percepta, in tlie mode of immediacy, as evidence for the localization 
and discrimination of vague percepta in the mode of efficacy. So far as 
bodily feelings are concerned, there is some direct clieclr on this pro- 
cedure: but, beyond the body, the appeal is to tlie pragmatic conse- 
quences, involving some future state of bodily feelings which can 
be checked up’* (G, 272). Hence, “when human experience is in 
question, ‘perception’ almost always means ‘peireption in the mixed 
mode of symbolic reference’** (G, 255-256). 

Tlie term “feeling,” as used in the preceding paragraph, has a 
technical meaning (G, 334-360) and is central to Whitehead’s 
whole doctrine. It designates “positive prehension^ (G, 35: 337) 
— ^"tlie basic generic operation .of passing from the objectivity of the 
data to the' subjectivity of the actual entity” in experience (G, 65). 
Feelings, for Whitehead, thus “replace the ‘neutral stuff* of certain 
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realistic philosophers” (G, 65). They are basic to the distinction 
between subject and object; for, in Whitehead’s terminology, tlie 
word “object” means an entity which is potentiality for being a 
component in feeling, and the word “subject” means correspondingly 
the entity constituted by the process of feeling, and including this 
process (G, 136). The "feeler” is thus the “unity emergent from its 
own feelings; and feelings are the details of the process intermediary 
between this unity and its many data” or objects (G, 136). 

There are, however, several types of feelings (G, 249) : (i) simple 
physical feelings, (ii) conceptual feelings, and (iii) transmuted 
feelings (G, 355). “In a simple physical feeling, the initial datum 
is a single actual entity, in a conceptual feeling, the objective datum 
is an eternal object, in a transmuted feeling, the objective datum is 
a nexus of actual entities. Simple physical feelings and transmuted 
feelings make up the class of physical feelings" (G, 355; 361>365; 
365'382; 382>390). “A simple physical feeling is an act of causation. 
The actual entity which is the initial datum is the 'cause,’ the simple 
physical feeling is the 'effect,’ and the subject entertaining the simple 
physical feeling is the actual entity ‘conditioned’ fay the effect” 
(G. 361). 

Whitehead’s cosmology is grounded in the ultimate elements 
disclosed in simple physical feelings (G, 365). However, each actual 
entity, as the “concrescence of many potentials” (G, 33; 232), 
contains a twofold aspect of the creative urge (G, 3^). In one 
aspect there is the origination of simple causal feelings; and in the 
other aspect there is the origination of conceptual feelings; the 
former being the physical pole and the latter being the mental pole 
of an actual entity (G, 366). An actual entity is thus essentially 
dipolar; and even the physical world cannot be property understood 
without reference to its other side, which is the complex mental 
operations. "The primary mental operations are conceptual feelings” 
(G, 366). 

Whitehead defines a "conceptual feeling” as “the feeling of an 
eternal object in respect to its general capacity as a determinant of 
character, including thereby its capacity of exclusiveness” (G, 367 ; 
366). It is a feeling whose “dattun” is an external object (G, 367). 
On its subject-side a conceptual feeling has the character of a “valu- 
ation” (G, 367), Such valuation means that a conceptual feeling has 
found integration with other feelings; that an integrated datum has 
been obtained (G, 367) ; that the eternal object has been assigned 
“status” in the integrated nexus (G, 368-369) ; and that it has been 
accorded a specific "importance,” depending on whether the eternal 
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object as felt in the integrated feeling is enhanced or attenuated 
(G, 368; 369). 

According to Whitehead, a pure conceptual feeling in its first 
niode of origination never involves consciousness (G, 369) ; for 
whenever there is consciousness there is some element of recollection 
(G, 370). Consciousness recalls earlier phases from tlie dim recesses 
of the unconscious (G, 370). It arises when synthetic feeling 
integrates physical and conceptual feeling (G, 371). 

In an earlier paragraph reference has been made to simple physical 
feelings. It has been pointed out that, according to Whitehead, such 
a feeling has as its datum only one actual entity, Whitehead now 
argues that “all the more complex kinds of physical feelings arise in 
subsequent phases of concrescence, in virtue of integrations of 
simple physical feelings with each other and with conceptual feelings" 
(G, 375). Thus “when one and the same conceptual feeling is 
derived impartially by a preliending subject from its analogous 
simple physical feelings of various actual entities, then in a subse- 
quent phase of integration the prehending subject may transmute 
the datum of this conceptual feeling into a contrast with the nexus 
of those prehended actual entities, or of some part of that nexus; 
so that the nexus (or its part), thus qualified, is the objective datum 
of a feeling entertained by this prehending subject” (G, 384). This 
transmutation of simple physical feelings of many actualities into 
one physical feeling of a nexus as one, Whitehead calls a “transmuted 
feelin^’^ (G, 384). “The ori|pnation of such a feeling depends upon 
intensities, valuations, and eliminations conjointly favorable” 
(G, 384). In the process of transmutation the many physical feelings 
of diverse actualities originate in the final subject one conceptual 
feeling. — a feeling which has an impartial reference throughout the 
actualities of the nexus (G, 38S) ; and this impartiality of reference 
is itself transmuted into die physical feeling of that nexus, whole or 
partial, contrasted with some other eternal object (G, 386). “Our 
usual way of consciously prehending the world is by these trans- 
muted physical fedings” (G, 387). “The irrelevant multiplicity of 
detail is eliminated, and emphasis is laid on the elements of sys- 
tematic order in the actual world” (G, 388). 

Now, apoofding to Whitehead, “the abstract possibility of some 
specified nexus of actualities realizing some eternal object, which 
may. either be simple, or may be a complex pattern of simpler 
objects,” is a profo^ion (H, 312). That is to say, a proposition, 
in \yhitehwd'8, terminology, is a notion about actualities, a sugges- 
tion,, a theory, a supposition about things (H, 312) ; it is the poten- 
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tiality of the eternal object, as a determinant of definiteness, in some 
determinate mode of restricted reference to the logical subjects, the 
eternal object being the predicative pattern of the proposition 
(G, 393), and eacli logical subject being a bare “it” among actu- 
alities, with “its” assigned hypothetical relevance to the predicate 
(G, 394). 

However, Whitehead continues, a proposition has neither the 
particularly of a feeling nor the reality of a nexus. “It Is a datum 
for feeling, awaiting a subject feeling it Its relevance to the actual 
world by means of its logical subjects makes it a lure for feeling” 
(G, 395). It is an incitement to believe, or to doubt, or to enjoy, 
or to obey (H, 312). It enters into experience as the entity forming 
the datum of a complex feeling (G, 391) derived from the integration 
of a physical feeling with a conceptual feeling (G, 393 ; 397-403; 
280-282). 

A proposition may be conformal or nonconformal to the actual 
world, i.e., it may be true or false (G, 284). “When a conformal 
proposition is admitted into feeling, the reaction to tlie datum lias 
simply resulted in the conformation of feeling to fact, with some 
emotional accession or diminution*’ (G, 284). “When a non- 
conformal proposition is admitted into feeling, the reaction to the 
datum has resulted in the synthesis of fact with the alternative 
potentiality of the complex predicate. A novelty has emerged into 
creation” (G, 284). This novelty may promote or destroy order; 
it may be good or bad (G, 284), but in any case it is a new type of 
individual, not merely a new intensity of individual feeling (G, 284). 

From ^e preceding discussions it is evident that, for Whitehead, 
knowledge is always accompanied with accessories of emotion and 
purpose (H, 5). To be sure, knowledge is conscious discrimination 
of objects experienced (H, 227) ; but this discrimination is nothing 
more than an additional factor in the subjective form of the inter- 
play of subject with object (H, 228) — an interplay which is the 
"stuff constituting those individual things which make up the sole 
reality of the Universe” (H, 228). 

According to Whitehead all knowledge is derived from, and veri- 
fied by, direct intuitive observation (H, 228). The preceding para- 
graphs indicate, in part, the complexities of experience underlying 
this simple statement. In briefest outline the situation is this; The 
objective datum is fdt with its own proper intensities. It is experi- 
enced as physical feeling, and is integrated with a conceptual feeling 
into a complex transmuted, feeling. The datum of this transmuted 
feeling is ^e proposition, having as its logical subject the actual 



360 PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch, i6 

entities of the nexus, and having a predicate which is derived from 
the nexus. The whole origination of the transmuted or perceptive 
feeling has its sole basis in the physical feeling, whidi plays tlie part 
both of “indicative feeling” and of “physical recognition” (G, 411). 
The integration as a whole confronts the nexus as fact, with the 
potentiality derived from itself, limited to itself, and exemplified in 
itself (G, 411). “There are therefore two immediate guarantees of 
the correctness of a conscious perception: one is Hume’s test of 
'force and vivacity,’ and the other is the illumination by consciousness 
of the various feelings involved in the process” (G, 411). Neither 
of these tests is infallible; but upon them depends whatever truth we 
can attain. 

According to Whitdiead's thesis, truth is “the conformation of 
Appearance to Reality” (H, 309), when "appearance” is the effect 
of the activity of the mental pole, whereby the qualities and coordina-* 
tions of the given physical world undergo transformation (H, 270) ; 
and "reality” is the real antecedent world whicli constitutes the 
objective content of tlie initial phase of reception (H, 269). In all 
Appearance there is an element of transmutation (H, 274; 268-282), 
and it is because of this element of transmutation that truth itself 
becomes a problem. As Whitehead sees it, “the trutli of a proposition 
lies in its truth-relation to the nexus which is its logical subject.” 
“A proposition is true when the nexus does in reality exemplify the 
pattern which is the predicate of the proposition” (H, 313). In 
other words, the proposition, if true, seems to be identical with tlie 
nexus; for there are the same actual occasions and the same eternal 
objects Involved (H, 313), There is, however, this difference: 
whereas the nexus includes the eternal object in the mode of realiza- 
tion, in the true proposition the togetherness of the nexus and the 
eternal object belongs to the mode of abstract possibility (H, 313). 
In the proposition, the eternal object is united to the nexus as a mere 
predicate (H, 314). A nexus and a proposition thus belong to 
different categories of being; the former belongs to actuality, whereas 
the latter belongs to possibility. And truth and falsehood arise in 
the comparison of existences in these two modes (H, 314). . 

We omit here a discussion of various types of truth-relations 
(H, 314-321), for the “blunt truth” is in any case the formal cor- 
respondence of clear and distinct appearance to reality (H, 321). 

Truth prevails in sense-perception when the “prehension of a 
sensum, as an apparent object qualifying a region,” involves for that 
same prehension a subjective form also involving that sensum as a 
factor (H, 321).. If the subjective form of reception be not conformal 
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to the objective sensa, then the values of the percept would be at the 
mercy of the chance make-up of the other components in experience, 
and truth would not prevail (H, 321-322). Actually, perfect con- 
formation is not encountered everywhere. "There is failure, inter- 
ference, and only partial adjustment" (H, 323). "But we have to 
ask wliether nature does not contain within itself a tendency to be 
in tune, an Eros urging towards perfection. This question cannot be 
discussed without passing beyond the narrow grounds of the truth- 
relation'’ (H, 323). 

Whitehead himself finds the broad perspective in the interrelation 
of Truth and Beauty (H, 341-351), which is such that, from the 
functions of Truth in the service of Beauty, the realization of Truth 
becomes in itself an element promoting Beauty of feeling (H, 343). 
Trutli is thus accompanied by a sense of rightness in deepest Har- 
mony (H, 343) ; and apart from Beauty, Truth is neither good nor 
bad (H, 344). “In the absence of Beauty, Truth sinks to triviality. 
Truth matters because of Beauty" (H, 344). 

In science and art, as the consciously determined pursuit of Truth 
and Beauty, the finite consciousness of mankind is approaching as its 
own the infinite fecundity of nature; for science and art represent 
that aim at civilization whereby the conscious experience of mankind 
preserves for its use the sources of Harmony (H, 350-251). 

4. Whitehead’s View of the World 

After our lengtliy discussion of Whitehead’s theory of knowledge, 
we can be brief in our delineation of his view of the universe. 

We begin with a reference to the "extensive continuum" 
(G, 95-126) — an idea admittedly derived from the four-dimensional 
space-time continuum of Einstein’s theory of relativity (G, 102). 
As Whitehead puts it, in presentational immediacy the contemporary 
world is consciously prehended as.a continuum of extensive rdations. 
The relations in question include the “extensiveness” of space and the 
"extensiveness” of time (G, 95). Presentational objectification 
(G, 91) of the world takes place within the continuum and in con- 
formity with the extensive relationships (G, 96). The extensive 
continuum is thus one relational complex in which all potential 
objectifications find their niche, "It undri'lies'the whole world, past, 
present, and future” (G,,103). 

The properties of the continuum itself are very few, and do not 
include the relationships of metrical gteometry. - “An extensive 
continuum is a complex of entities united by the various allied 
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For Whitehead, who bases his philosophy upon modern science 
(I, 173-201), the ultimates of nature thus involve not only quantity 
but pattern (I, 197). In the course of four centuries of scientific 
development a transition has occurred “from Space and Matter as 
the fundamental notions to Process conceived as a complex of activity 
with internal relations between its various factors" (I, 198). Rela- 
tivity and quantum physics, replacing the simpler Newtonian scheme, 
have accomplished the revolution in interpretation in the physical 
sciences. The modem problem of philosophy and of science is, con- 
sequently, the problem of the status of life in nature (I, 202); for 
the very meaning of life is still in doubt (Z, 202). 

It is Whitehead’s contention that neither physical nature nor life 
can be understood unless we fuse them together as essential factors 
in the composition of “really real" things whose interconnections 
and individual characters constitute the universe (I, 205). Such 
"fusion" is possible, Whiteliead believes, if we accept the doctrine 
of creative advance — the doctrine according to which it belongs to 
the essence of the universe to pass into a future (I, 207). It is non- 
sense, Whitehead maintains, to conceive of nature as a static fact, 
even for an instant devoid of duration. “There is no nature apart 
from transition, and there is no transition apart from temporal dura- 
tion" (1, 207). The primary simple fact is an event rather than an 
instant of time. 

But life is not only activity, it is directed activity. It is character- 
ized by "aim" (I, 207), i.e., it is diaracterlzed by “the exclusion of 
the boundless wealth of alternative potentiality, and the inclusion 
of that definite factor of novelty which constitutes the selected way of 
entertaining those data in that process of unification” (I, 207-208). 
Science, however, can find no aim in nature. “Science can find no 
creativity in nature; it finds mere rules of succession" (I, 211). 
“This blindness of Physical Science lies in the fact that such Science 
only deals with half the evidence provided by hinnan experience" 
(I, 211). Scientific reasoning, after all, is completely dominated 
by the presupposition that mental functionings are not properly part 
of nature (1, 213-214). Whitehead, on the other hand, maintains 
(1) that this sharp division between mentality and nature has no 
ground in our fundamdital observation, fpr “we find ourselves living 
within nature";, (ii) that, “we should Conceive mental operations as 
among the factors which make up the constitution of nature” ; (iii) 
that we should realize that every factor which emerges in the process 
of nature “makes a differdice,” and that “differences can only be 
expressed in terms of the individual character of that factor”; (iv) 
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that we must define "natural facts” so as to disclose “how mental 
occurrences are operative in conditioning the subsequent course of 
nature" (I, 214). 

Roughly speaking, there are six types of occurrences in nature : 
(i) human existence, body and mind; (ii) the various types of 
animal life other than human; (iii) vegetable life; (iv) single living 
cells; (v) all large-scale inorganic aggregates; and (vi) the happen- 
ings on an infinitesimal scale, disclosed by die minute analyses of 
modern physics (I, 214-215). "All these functionings of Nature 
influence each other, require each other, and lead on to each other” 
(I, 215). But in this alignment of occurrences the human individual 
is one fact, body and mind (I, 218), “While we exist, body and 
soul are inseparable elements in our being, each with the full reality 
of our own immediate self” (I, 220-221). “But neither body nor 
soul possesses the sharp observational definition which at first sight 
we attribute to them” (I, 221). Our body is a complex unity of 
liappenings witliin the larger field of nature (I, 221) ; and thus there 
is a unity of the body with the environment, as wdl as a unity of 
body and soul into one person (I, 221), On the other hand, the 
claim to enduring self-identity of a coordinated stream of personal 
experiences, with its direct memory of its past and with its anticipa- 
tion of the future, is our self-assertion of personal identity (I, 221- 
222) ; and all the emotions, and purposes, and enjoyments, proper 
to the individual existence of tlie soul are nothing other than the 
soul’s reaction to the experienced world which lies at the base of 
the soul’s existence (1, 224). In a sense, therefore, “the experienced 
world is one complex factor in the composition of many factors con- 
stituting the essence of the soul” (I, 224). But, in the converse 
sense, “our experience of the world involves the exhibition of the 
soul itself as one of the components within the world” (I, 224). This 
mutual immanence, this community of the actualities of the world 
means that each happening is a factor in the nature of every other 
happening (I, 225). If we stress the role of the environment, the 
process of sliaping the welter of material into a consistent pattern 
of feelings is "causation.” "If we stress the role of my immediate 
pattern of active enjoyment, this process is self-creation. If we stress 
the role of the conceptual anticipation of the future whose existence 
is a necessity In the nature of the present, tjiis process is the tele- 
ological aim at some ideal in the future” (1, 223). But since the nim 
at the future, which involves the entertainment of alternatives (I, 
229), Is also an enjoyment in the present, it effectivdy conditions 
the immediate self->creation (I, 228), 
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In Whitehead's opinion, "physical science has reduced nature to 
activity, and has discovered abstract mathematical formulae which 
are illustrated in these activities" (I, 228*229). In the living organ- 
ism "the grand patterns pervading the environment are passed on 
with the inherit^ modes of adjustment" (I, 230). But even the 
lowest stages of effective mentality involve the faint direction of 
emphasis by unconscious ideal aim (I, 230). The various higher 
forms of life exhibit the variety of grades of effective mentality 
(I, 231). In the higher mammals, and more particularly in man- 
kind, we have “clear evidence of mentality habitually effective" 
(1, 231). Our own knowledge, consciously entertained and systema- 
tized, is such mentality, directly observed (I, 231). 

According to Whitehead, therefore, the key notion from which 
the construction of a systematic metaphysical cosmology (I, 231) 
should start is that the energetic activity considered in physics is the 
emotional intensity entertained in life (I, 232) ; and that the oper- 
ation of mentality is primarily a diversion of the flow of energy 
(I, 231). Cultural history reveals wliat influence ideas, the highest 
expressions of human mentality, have had upon the course of events. 
It reveals the effects of mankind's “adventures of ideas" (H, 3; 
11-31). In many respects it is a history of mistakes. But through 
alt mistakes, Whitehead contends, it is also the history of the gradi»l 
purification of conduct (H, 30), a victory of persuasion over force 
(H, 31 ; S3 ; 87-109) — ^force bebg the sheer fact of what the ante- 
cedent volume of the world in fact contains, the idea being a prophecy 
which procures its own fulfiUment (H, S3). The indispensable ele^- 
ments in civilization are "Adventure and Art" (H, 353). 

This view of the universe rests upon, or culminates in, three 
metaphysical principles: (i) Tlie principle that die very essence of 
real actuality — ^that is, of the completely real — is process. “Each 
actual thing is only to be understood in terms of its becoming and 
perishing” (H, 3S4). (ii) The principle that every occasion of 
actuality is in its own nature finite. “Whatever is realized in any one 
occasion of experience necessarily excludes tlie vmbounded wetter of 
contrary possibilities." That is to say, “there are always ‘others,’ 
which might have been and are not” (H, 356). (iii) The principle 
of individuality or harmony (H, 360). “The great Harmony is the 
harmony of enduring individuaUties, connected in the unity of a 
background" (H, 362). 

Philosophy is in a way seeking the "Harmony of Harmonies — 
i.e., Peace," which shall bind together Truth, Beauty, Adventure, 
.Art That “society is to be termed civilized whose members partici- 
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pate in the five qualities— Truth, Beauty, Adventure, Art, Peace" 
(H, 367). But "at the heart of the nature of things, there are always 
the dream of youth and the harvest of tragedy. The Adventure of 
the Universe starts with the dream and reaps tragic Beauty, This is 
the secret of the union of Zest with Peace ; That the suffering attains 
its end in a Harmony of Harmonies. The immediate experience of 
this Final Fact, with its union of Youth and Tragedy, is the sense 
of Peace. In this way the World receives its persuasion towards 
such perfections as are possible for its diverse individual occasions" 
(H, 381). 



SECTION E 

THE REALISTIC INTERLUDE 




chapter 17 
NEO-REALISM 

1. Preliminary Remarks 

The “enthronement of the macliine” in the Western World, and 
particularly in America, was only the outward sign of a revolu- 
tion in thought that had come with the development of the natural 
sciences. As Farrington puts it: “The hurrying march of scientific 
investigation Avas leaving far beliind the benevolent universe con- 
ceived of by Victorian thinkers. , . . The universe that unfolded itself 
to chemistry and physics Avas A^aster and colder than biological evolu- 
tion with its doctrine of the conservation of energy, had imagined — 
a vibrating mechanism shot through witli energy, that revealed itself 
in action and reaction, impersonal, amoral, ciAvarfing all the gods 
dreamed of hitherto; a universe in whicli the generations of men 
have shrunk to a pin-point in limitless space and all teleological hopes 
and fears become the emptiest of futilities. It Avas the conception of 
determinism that after long denial was at last coming to wide accept- 
ance.”^ 

As the new cosmos of mechanical forces unfolded before the in- 
quisitive eyes of the scientists, and as the mechanistic interpretation 
of reality Avas more generally accepted by minds already prepared 
for it by mechanistic conceptions of economics, metaphysical specu- 
lations no longer found stirring resonance in the minds of laymen 
or scholars. The gi'eat system-builders in philosophy, unless accept- 
able to an establislied cliurdi, found tliemselves isolated from the 
main current of American thought. Their systems, in the opinion 
of many discerning thinkers, were as obsolete, as hopelessly out of 
date, as irrelevant and inadequate as was tlie old household economy 
in an industrial age. “A new spirit of realism Avas abroad, probing 
and questioning the material world, pusliing the realm of exact 
knowledge into the earlier regions of faith. The conquest of nature 
Avas the great business of the day, and as that conquest went forward 
triumphantly the solid fruits of the new mastery were gathered by 

1 Parringston, V. L., Main Cnrrenis in American Thonghh Illp 137. Quotations by 
penuission of Harcourt, Brace and Company, publlibers. 
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industrialism. Science and the machine were the twin instruments 
for creating a new civiUzation, of which the technologist and the 
industrialist were the high priests."* 

Around 1900 the triumphant combination of science and industry 
had not yet been challenged anew by the younger generation of 
American idealists. Hocking had not yet restated the thesis of human 
dignity and worth. Alexander had not yet emplrasized the inade- 
quacies of the science categories to encompass the whole of human 
existence. Whitehead, himself thoroughly imbued with the spirit of 
science and well acquauited with the most modern developments in 
mathematics and physics, had not yet demonstrated that science itself 
stands in need of an adequate metaphysical system. Around 1900 
these thinkers had not yet appeared upon the scene. Royce and 
Bowne and Creighton were still the representatives of American 
idealism ; and Royce, in particular, was the outstanding example of 
speculative philosopliy. It is his system, primarily, to which the 
thinkers of the “new age" reacted; but the reaction was broader — 
involving the whole held of philosophy. 

£. B. Holt spoke for his generation of realists when he voiced the 
new distrust of metaphysical speculation and of elaborate systems, 
saying: “One beholds the high pontiffs of philosophy, builders of 
massive systems, constructing their edifices not as a frugally devised 
and modest housing for the data of experience, to hold them as 'a kind 
of marble temple shining on a hill,’ pompous monuments dedicated 
ostensibly to Academe and Dialectica — but with the pontiff’s name 
engraved not small upon the portal."* Too ornate and splendid. Holt 
continues, “are these systems of philosophy, and so replete with this 
and that, that a mortal once beguiled by them becomes henceforth 
a stranger to the bitial problem — ^whidb was to trace, mayhap to 
reproduce, the plan and framework of our concrete world." These 
great systems come to be an end in themselves, “pieces of virtu- 
osity . . . , ostentatious and frivolous — useless save as show places 
for the philosophic tourist." The student who is captivated by such 
an architectural triumph, who lingers hat off and commentary in 
hand around such mausoleums, has forgotten his errand in life (ibid,, 
iic-x). 

On its positive and constructive side the philosophical reaction to 
the new spirit of science was the development of realism — a develop- 
ment which, in all essentials, took place during the first two decades 
of the twentieth century, It is true, of course, that prior to 1900 


»I6U., 4. 
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articles with pronounced realistic tendencies were occasionally pub- 
lished. Only a few need be mentioned : William James, "The Func- 
tion of Cognition,” Mind, 1885 ; Alexander Fraser, “Psychological 
Foundations of Natural Realism,” American Journal of Psychology, 
1891 ; Lloyd Morgan, "The Realities of Experience,” The Monist, 
1897-1898; and Arthur K. Rogers, "Epistemology and Experience,” 
Philosophical R^ew, 1898. But the realism maintained in these 
writings was hardly more than the naive assertion that "despite ail 
logical demonstrations of the idealists,” a real external world actually 
does exist. As yet nothing can be found in these articles of the philo- 
sophical motives or the epistemological arguments which later be- 
came the distinctive feature of American realism. Even George B. 
Fullerton's often quoted article, "The Real World in Space and 
Time” (Philosophical Review, 1901), presupposes the existence of a 
"real and independent world” in "real ^ce” and "real time” with- 
out even attempting to prove the possibility of such a world. 

Sellars, Lovejoy, and Whitdiead regard William James’s article, 
“Does ‘Consciousness^ Exist?” {Journal 0 / Philosophy, 1904-), as 
the decisive turn in the development of American realism; and, un- 
questionably, James was instrumental in preparing the way for real- 
ism. His personality as well as his philosophy had a marked and 
far-reaching influence upon a whole generation of American thinkers. 
James’s books and articles published during the first decade of the 
twentieth century contain many realistic tendencies, and not less than 
seven of the leading realists — Drake, Montague, Ferry, Fratt, San- 
tayana, Sellars, and Strong — have repeatedly stated that their philo- 
sophical position was determined by James. It Is evident, therefore, 
that James, who never regarded himself as a realist, was the intel- 
lectual godfather of the realistic movement in America. It was he 
who encouraged the younger men in the field to break with tradition, 
to explore new possibilities and new horizons. 

Beside the influence of James, the manifold suggestions derived 
from German thinkers played their part in the development of real- 
ism. Six of the thirteen American thinkers who pioneered in realism 
— ^Marvin, Pitkin, Pratt, Santayana, Spaulding, and Strong — had 
studied in Germany. In additicm, the writings of such German 
philosophers as Avenarius, Schuppe, Mach, Brentano, Meinong, and 
Husserl were well known to the' American realists; they were fre- 
quently quoted in the drawn-out controversy and furnished sharp 
weapons against idealism — the weapons that had demolished Hegel’s 
all-comprehensive S3rstem; but their influence upon the constructive 
.side of American realism was almost negligible, 
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English influence upon American realism was exerted primarily 
through G. E. Moore’s article, “A Refutation of Idealism” {Mind, 
1903), and Bertrand Russell’s book, Principles of Mathematics 
(1903). But this influence became effective only after American 
realists had already formulated their basic theses, and it was never 
sufficiently strong during the early formative years to veil or modify 
the essentially American features of the new realism. English and 
American realism may best be considered as parallel phenomena 
which have many points in common and which therefore mutually 
support each other, but which are, in the last analysis, independent 
of each odier as specific cultural movements and which must be 
evaluated as independent. 

2. The Genesis of Realism 

The positive thesis of American realism was developed in direct 
response to a criticism of realism published by Josiah Royce. 

In his Gifford Lectures, Royce had argued as follows :* "Realism 
asserts tliat the mere Imowledge of any Being by any one who is not 
himself the Being known, ‘makes no difference whatever’ to that 
known Being.” The thing known, as existing thing, is independent 
of the knowledge-relation and the realist, according to Royce, asserts 
that this independence is the means of defining the Being of any 
real object. The question is whether or not such a thesis can be self- 
consistent or adequate to what we seek when we look for true Being. 

The realistic thesis, Royce points out, seems to imply two asser- 
tions : First, that even if knowledge and its object are facts which, 
when examined, appear to be causally connected, or which, .when 
externally observed, seem to agree with each other, still any such 
agreement or linkage, where it exists, is no part of the essential 
nature either of the object in so far as it is real, or of the knowledge 
in so far as it consists of mere ideas. "You cannot tell by examining 
a ‘mere idea’ as an idea in a realistic world, whether its real object is 
or is not, any more than you can tell by merely considering an object, 
whether any particular idea external to that object does or does not 
rightly represent it.” 

In tlie second place, realism, according to Royce, when taken in 
its unmodified form, asserts that the independence referred to is, in 
its own realm, absolute. "For it is the whole Being of tlie object, 
. spatial, temporal, inner, aitd outer, and all that is really true of it, 
that is independent of the fact that anybody lenows this truth.” 


4 Boyce, J., The World and the Mlvidual, I, Ch. 3. 
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Accepting this idea of "absolute independence" as the very essence 
of realism, Royce sets out to prove, hrst, that the many different 
real beings the realist speaks of “can never come to acquire or later 
to be conceived as possessing any possible real linkages or connec- 
tions, binding these diffei'ent beings together" ; they must "remain 
forever wholly sundered, as if in different worlds." It is impossible, 
Royce asserts, to say first tliat all things are truly independent, and 
then to maintain, as the realist must, that, neverdieless, they are really 
and causally linked. "No two of them are in the same space; for 
space vrould be a link. And just so, no two are in the same time; 
no two are in any physical connection ; no two are parts of any really 
same whole." The mutual independence, if it is real and absolute, 
cannot be changed to some form of mutual dependence. 

Royce sets out to prove, in the second place, that the many and 
absolutely independent things the realist speaks about can have no 
common characters ; that they are wholly different one from the other. 

Furthermore, in accordance with the thesis of absolute independ- 
ence, the knowing process and its independent object must also be a 
pair of mutually independent entities. "Object and idea, viewed as 
entities are twain. Realism began by saying so.” But if object and 
idea are two real and independent entities, tlien they are sundered 
irrevocably, and no new definition of their respective essences can 
join them again; for reality, according to the realist’s doctrine, is 
independent of all definitions. Relations whicli are assumed to link 
object and idea are but new and independent entities, having no 
connection with either. 

And if the object is independent of the idea, the idea, in turn, is 
independent of tlie object. According to Royce, therefore, the real- 
istic doctrine, by its own explicit conse(|uences and because its real 
objects are totally independent of its ideas, can have no relation to 
the independent things of an external world which its own account 
defines. “No realist, as he himself must consistently maintain, either 
knows any independent being, or has ever, in idea, found himself 
related to one, or has ever made any reference to such a being, or 
Iras ever formed or expressed an opinion regarding one, or, in his 
own sense of the word 'real,' really believes that there is one.” 

Replying to this Roycean "Refutation of Realism,” Ralph Barton 
Ferry defined for the fh'st time the fundamental position defended by 
American realists during the first decades of the twentieth century. 
The realist, Perry said, “believes reality to be a dahtm, a somewhat 
that is given independently of whatever ideas may be found about it. 
According to the realist, die real has a locus, a habitat, whether or 
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not witliin some individual experience. Here the real primarily it, 
and is, regardless of whatever secondary meanings, symbols, names, 
relations, or ideas of any kind may be referred to it. The realist con- 
ceives of a thififf, and thought about that thing, They are two orders, 
not necessarily two kinds; for the thing may be a thought. But in 
every case the thing of the first order is indifferent, as far as its 
being is concerned, to the thought of the second order; which may 
reveal, but does not constitute or create its object.”" 


3, Development of the Realistic Thesis 

Perry's formulation of the realist's position was soon augmented 
by W. P. Montague who also made Royce's criticism of realism his 
point of departure and who maintained — against Royce — ^that the 
independence of an object is not what makes it real but is only that 
which makes us aware that it is real. “Realistic independence is 
simply the result of numerical separateness." As sucli it is limited 
in its degree and is by no means so absolute as to make all relations 
"external” or nonexistent* 

Shortly afterwards, C. A. Strong described more fully the knowl- 
edge situation as the realist sees it. **Cognition** he says, "ir nothing 
but a imy of entering into relations with a reality. We enter into 
relations with it by having a feeling which resembles it and enables 
us to operate upon it. ‘l^ere is nodiing further in cognition.” A 
mental state, in knowing a reality, "does not pass bodily outside itself 
and ‘intuit’ the reality, but is connected with it by a purely external 
relation.”’ 

With the publication of Mont^ue’s article, "The Relational 
Theory of Consciousness and Its Realistic Implications,”* a new note 
appeared in the discussion of realism. As the title of the article im- 
plies, consciousness is here interpreted as a relation. Montague main- 
tains that "if consciousness is a relation, objects of consciousness 
must be real independently of their standing in that relation, while 
conversely, if objects are real independently of a consciousness or 
knowledge of them, then that consciousness or knowledge can not be 
anything other than a relation between them.” 

&C/» P«rry, H. B., Royce'8 Kefutatton of Realism and Pluralism,*^ The 

Monist, XII (1901-1902), 440-458. 

0 Montagna, W, P., “Profeaunr Royee'a Reiutation oi Realiam,” Re~ 

viaw, Xl (1902}p 43-55, All quotations from articles published ^ The Phihsophicul 
Reviofft by perimaalon of the editors of the Review. 

T Strong, C, A., "A Naturaliatle Theory of the Reference of Thought to Reality,*' 
of Philosophy (1904) i 255-260. AH ciuotatloni from articles published In the 
Joumd of Philosophy by permltolon of the editors of the Journol* 

^Joitrnol of Philosophy (1905), 309416. ' 
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Montague finds, furthermore, that the relational theory of con- 
sciousness is admittedly in accordance with common sense, which 
naturally thinks of the physical world as passing in and out of our 
consciousness without gain or loss of existence. In addition, Mon- 
tague argues, the scientist, and especially the physiologist, is at one 
with tlie plain man in treating consciousness as a relation. "For him, 
the perceiving of an object depends upon the relation of the brain 
to the stimulus received from the object.'* 

If it be admitted that consciousness is a relation and not a sub- 
stance, then there arises once more the question of the nature and 
significance of the so-called secondary qualities. Why, Montague 
asks, should we hold that sound is more subjective than water P And 
he replies that '‘as long as the secondary qualities are accepted as 
objectively real, there is no temptation to regard consciousness as 
anything but a relation.” ‘‘The physical world is a self-supporting 
system if it possesses the concreteness of secondary qualities, and, 
as such, needs not to inhere in any mind in order to exist. On the 
other hand, if the physical world is void of all specific natures, and 
is only a regress of spatial and temporal relations, then it is not self- 
supporting, but must be regarded as parallel to or inherent in con- 
sciousness.” Montague, therefore, settles the question of secondary 
qualities by ascribing them to the objectively real things. 

In a series of four articles, £. G. Spaulding next examines ‘‘The 
Ground of the Validity of Knowledge.”* He first considers the 
logical import of the standpoint of evolution according to which 
"thought is an instrument of adaptation" and "truest” is whatever 
"worlra best.” According to this thesis, the ideal of logical consist- 
ent^ has originated by abstraction and generalization from that 
which has proved to be a successful means to such ultimate ends as 
the furtherance and preservation of life But this evolutionary view- 
point Spaulding criticizes and repudiates. What, then, is l^e real 
ground of the validity of knowledge? 

Spaulding maintains that "in virtue of the presence of implication, 
either logical or biological, or both, as constituting in part at least 
the ‘structure’ of all cognition which is scientific knowledge, it is an 
essential characteristic of all such cognition that it transcends itself.” 
Implication, however, is not .unique in this feature of transcending 
itself. ,On the contrsiry, that which is in the memory-act in some way 
is also “beyond,” for it.is sometiiing tiiat is now past; and in normal 

, 0/ournol of Philosophy (t906)y I: "Ntedt and the Transcendent/* 197-208; 11: 
'^Impllutlon and the Meaning of 'In Experience/ " 257-266 ; 111 : "1716 Transcendence 
of 'Knowledge and the Correctnesa of Data/' 309>317 ; IV ; "The Justification of 
Premises and the Structure of Knowledge: Cendusionp** 371-320. 
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perception tliere is likewise a reference of the act beyond itself to an 
object. All knowledge and cognition is thus characterized by tran- 
scendency. The object of cognition is “that which tlie meanings 
denote as they transcend themselves, that which tliey imply logically, 
that, too, which is a cansal element or group in tliat which brings 
about success and is the ontological justification of induction." “As 
known in this way the object is both 'beyond* and yet 'in’ the mean- 
ing; as standing in this relation the two form a certain and very 
definite kind of unity, . . . one in whicli there are diverse elements, 
both transcendent and immanent, related alogically." As character- 
istic of this relation between the elements of tlie transcendent mani- 
fold and those of the content of experience, identical as it is with 
transcendency and implication from one standpoint, and with causal 
mediation from another, there is a determinateness and unequivocal- 
ness which constitute correspondence. And this correspondence, ac- 
cording to Spaulding, is the ground of the validity of knowledge. 

4. Emergence of Neo-Realism 

Up to this time American realists were concerned primarily with 
the clarification of the idea of independent or "transcendent" objects. 
Beginning with the year 1907 the number of articles publislied in 
defense of realism increased greatly and the scope of the discussion 
was broadened to inchtde all aspects of the epistemological problem 
and all implications and ramifications of cognition. Roy Wood Sel- 
lars’s article, “The Nature of Experience, ’’“ indicates tlie new trend. 

Responding to the work of Alois Riehl, the German philosopher, 
Sellars takes up the problem of the relation of the “self" to experi- 
ence. “My experience," he argues, “includes both the physical and 
the psychical in functional relation to each other. This relation is 
not causal/* But since human beings function ultimately only 
through their organisms, consciousness is “a function of the total 
stress relations of that node or focus in the universe usually denom- 
inated the psychophysical organism”; and “this focus or ganglion 
and its complexity are the product of evolution and must not be 
looked upon as either psychical or merely physical." 

In the meantime the realists had encountered considerable opposi- 
tion. As a result, Montague &und it necessary to defend realism 
against certain “misconceptions and misinterpretations”" And 

tkionmal of Phih^ph^ (1907) » 14-18. 
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while he defended realism against the arguments of the pragmatists 
in particular, he felt that there were three basic misconceptions of 
realism which needed correction — ^namely, (1) the contention that 
realism is identical with psychophysical dualism or epiphenomenal- 
ism, i.e., with the doctrine that consciousness is incapable of produc- 
ing effects in the world of objects; (2) the contention that realism 
is identical with metaphysical dualism, or tlie belief tliat real objects 
are things in themselves entirely transcending our knowledge and 
possessing none of the qualities which we attribute to them; and 
(3) the thesis that realism is identical with epistemological dualism 
or the representative theory of knowledge according to which we 
can have direct knowledge only of our own ideas which, as phe- 
nomena, are numerically distinct from the real objects which can 
merely be inferred to exist behind them. 

Montague defends realism against these “misconceptions” by 
redefining the position of the realist. Realism, he contends, in its 
primary meaning, is the view that “things do not depend for tlieir 
existence upon the fact that we know them, and that consequently 
they can continue in what is called existence during those intervals 
of time in which no subject is aware of them. It is opposed to ideal- 
ism only in so far as idealism involves the doctrine of no object 
without a subject. It regards consciousness not as a creator, or sus- 
tainer, or even as a necessary correlate of its objects, but rather as 
analogous to the light of a candle, whldi during its brief and inter- 
mittent periods of existence Illuminates the objects over which it 
plays, thus enabling the owner of the candle to adjust himself more 
effectivdy to those objects.” 

All realists seemed to agree on the basic thesis thus formulated 
by Montague. Montague himself, however, drew conclusions from 
this general outline of the realistic position whidi other realists re- 
fused to accept A split in the ranks of American realists was there- 
fore inevitable. 

Montague argued that if all of the three dualisms referred to 
above — ^i.e., tlie psychophysical, the metaphysical, and the episte- 
mological — ^were almndoned, it would still be possible to hold with 
the' realist that the objects known are not dependent for their exist- 
ence on the knower, and that “consciousness during the brief mo- 
ments of its life expands so as to encircle the things distant in space 
ahd time; rather than that the latter contract into mere ideas or states 
of mind.” There emerged thus In Montague's argument a new view 
of realism. Hitherto realists had been dualists — at least In the realm 
of epistemology. Montague envisioned the idea of a monistic real- 
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ism — that unique achievement of American philosophy whidi became 
the distinctive feature of the first phase of American realism. 

5. Formulation of the New Position 

This new and monistic realism was first challenged by B. H. Bode 
who pointed out tliat, "unfortunately, contemporary realism has as 
yet made hardly any serious attempt to give to this doctrine a de> 
tailed application." "In tempting phrase it spreads out before us the 
philosophic glories of the promised land, but with scarce a hint of 
the barriers that intervene."^* 

This challenge is taken up by Montague who now maintains, with 
special reference to Bode, that the proponents of the new realism 
have “expended most of their energies hitherto in an attempt to 
arouse idealism from its dogmatic slumber by exposing the fallacies 
incidental alike to its Berkeleyan and its Kantian forms." Hence- 
forth, however, this is to diange. 

Montague then draws a clear line of demarcation between dualistic 
and monistic realism, “Every realistic theory,” he tells us, “holds 
it to be true that some objects do not depend for their existence upon 
the fact that they are known. Knowledge or consciousness is re- 
garded as a relation which these objects may or may not sustain to 
one another. But dualistic or Cartesian realism restricts this rela- 
tional conception to objects that arc known indirectly or merely 
inferred. Directly perceived objects are thought of as ‘mere ideas’ 
existing only in the mind, and constituting an entirely different order 
of existence from that of real objects,” “Tlxe world is made to con- 
sist of two types of being — the natural system of bodies and events 
in space, and'— a spaceless and therefore extra-mental realm of minds 
and their ideas : while to knowledge is left the necessarily mystical 
and ungrateful task of joining together what a dualistic nature has 
so effectually put asunder.” 

The monistic realist, on the other hand, readily overcomes the 
impasse of dualistic realism. Instead of leaving out the Cartesian 
world of natural objects, as idealism does, he retains that world and 
leaves out the super-spatial and super-natural system of. “minds” and 
“ideas,” He is monistic in his epistemology because he believes in 
only one system of realities in space and time; he is realistic because 
he believes that no object forfeits its objective or self-subsisteqt 
character by chancing to stand in the consciousness relation. . All 
confents of consciousness or experienced qualities are objects of. die 

is Bod«, B. H., "Realiam and Objaetivlty.” /anriin/ of Philosophy (1907), 260. ' 
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same order of reality, each one being a constituent member of one 
and the same spatiotemporal system of nature. Consciousness itself 
is a relation between these objects.^ 

In the article already referred to, Bode had stated, more spe- 
cifically, that if the distinction between the immediately perceived 
object and the physical fact inferred to be its cause is denied, then 
the conception of objectivity becomes meaningless; and that if the 
distinction is maintained and the physical fact is inferred from the 
immediately perceived object, then we are forced back, after all, into 
the subjectivism from which “panobjectivistic” or monistic realism 
was to deliver us. 

Montague counters this challenge by describing the perceptual 
process as involving three stages — ^namely, (1) the emission of an 
influence from a physical object in space; (2) the reception of tiiat 
influence in the form of a stimulus by a living organism and its con- 
sequent transformation into the form of a sensation; and (3) the 
transformation of the sense datum into a perceived object located in 
the space outside the organism at a ixjint sometimes the same as, but 
at times different from, the point.from which the stimulus preceded. 

Stated more fully, Montague’s position is "(1) that physical ob- 
jects are centers of inflowing and outflowing energies and that they 
also consist of the qualities correlated with these energies; (2) that 
some of the energies emitted from objects do after more or less modi- 
fication, impinge upon the sense organs of animals, and that, after 
undergoing a further modification of their nature consequent upon 
passing from the merely physical medium of air or ether into tiie 
physiological medium of the nerve fiber, these energies, when tliey 
reach the higher centers in the nervous system, undergo a redirection 
durii^[ which they must pass from kinetic into the 'potential’ phase 
of being, this 'potential’ or invisible phase of energy being regarded 
by us as identical with sensation; (3) fiiat these sensations when 
connected in one system induce a center of stress or ego from whidi 
their several energy currents are reprojected as a field of perceptual 
objects back and out into the same space and time in which their 
physical causes are located.” 

Upon the basis of such an interpretation Montague now main- 
tains that the perceived object is identical in substance (because com- 
posed of the same energy) with a part or aspect of the physical object. 
As to quality,- however, the question U more complex; for "a 
thing as it is 'in itself’ is a thing as it is for the whole universe of 

U Montague, W, P., "Contemporary Realism and the Problem of Perception," 
Jownua oi Philotophy (1907), 374-383. 
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things collectively." "It is tlie resultant of its appearances from all 
possible viewpoints." From this it follows, according to Montague, 
that a mere appearance is simply a reality which has failed to har- 
monise with other realities, while conversely a reality is nothing but 
an appearance which has stood the test of comparison with other 
appearances. 

In spite of tlie difficulties which beset this view, Montague main- 
tains, there are two encouraging points pertaining to perceptual 
knowledge; (1) perceptual knowledge, according to the new view, 
is "good and rear so far as it goes and must be presumed to be true 
until proved to be false; and (2) the very distortions and errors of 
pei'ception are mutually corrective when "compared togetlier in that 
wider social type of perception which constitutes reflective knowh 
edge.” 


6. Challenge to Monistic Realism 

Montague’s monistic realism was now diallenged by Boodin,^^ 
who argues that "we must use idealistic tools where we are dealing 
witii idealistic stuflF, and mechanical categories where the evidence 
for consciousness and value is lacking.” Boodin then suggests an 
alternative theory wbicli is pluralistic and whicli acknowledges dif- 
ferent kinds and grades of energetic centers according to tlie differ- 
ences they make to our reflective purposes. 

For the time being, however, the monistic version of realism 
predominated and gave color to the whole range of philosophical 
discussion from about 1907 to 1914. 

In 1908, Hollands, discussing "neo-realism” in connection with 
traditional idealism," points out that the grounds upon which the 
new realism attacks idealism are based on a serious misapprehension 
of the historical meaning of idealism; for all of the realists assume 
that the fundamental postulate of idealism is esse est percipii, and that 
if this postulate is disproved, the whole idealistic construction breaks 
down. Hollands denies that idealism at its best rests upon the 
Berl^deyan postulate. 

At about the same time C. M. Bakewell also rose to the defense of 
idealism." Rq>iidiating ilie idea that truth is a copy of reality, 
Bakewell shows that truth is instead a matter of congruity and co- 
herence and of finding tlie context within which the object gets 

UBoodfai, J. B., “The New Reettem," /oeriiel of PMIatoph^ (1907), SSS-MS. 

IS Hollands, B. H., "Neo'Reellam and Ideallaro," Philotophieal koviom, XVII (1908), 
507-517. 

10 “On the Biteanidg of Truth," PMlotophiad Rovim, XVII (1908), S79-S91. 
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defined, and that it is the contention of idealism that this total ex- 
periential context is real and is what we mean by reality objectivdy 
considered; that "it gets its reality vouched for by the fact that it 
lives in every experience, being just the setting that is necessary to 
give the particular item of experience its own significance." 

If reality be regarded as equivalent to objects of experience taken 
at their face value, precisely as they are immediately experienced, 
then, according to Balcewell, truth and reality will indeed be far 
from being identical. And, again, if reality be regarded as consisting 
of a world of things-in-theniselves, the two terms will be even wider 
apart. But, so Bakewell argues, if one is led to view reality as con- 
stituting a realm of experience which is a whole made up of parts 
which are interrelated in such a way that any one part, when seen 
as it is, shall be fraught with the meaning of all the rest, and if one 
therefore regards any item of experience as having its own reality 
fixed and determined in that context, then the terms come much 
closer together, 

Even so, however, the judgments and conceptions which state the 
true meaning of the facts sliould be distinguished from the facts 
whose true meaning is in them reported; for, if the truth seeker has 
any doubt as to his success in getting truth, it is clear that what he 
doitbts is not whether his judgments agree with or copy reality, but 
rather whether they do or do not successfully read the meaning of 
this particular fact or group of facts before him in tlie light of the 
total experiential context. 

One year later, i.e., in 1909, Bakewell returns to the discussion 
with additional arguments.” He now points out that realists repre- 
sent idealists as if the latter perform some wonderful feat of legerde- 
main with the facts of experience, dragging the outer world within, 
and there consuming its outwardness utterly. The idealist, in otlier 
words, is represented as if, having reduced physical phenomena to 
mental plienomena, he ought to feel some uneasiness every time he 
walks out of his library and closes the door, lest the room and all its 
contents, as they pass out of his consciousness, sliould drop out of 
existence as well, and as only able to free himself from this anxiety 
by smuggling back some eye to keep watch over his possessions in 
his absence. To put it still differently, the idealist is represented as 
logically forced to believe that the actual processes of nature are 
identical wltli his experience and knowledge of those processes; that 
thlnking^his actual finite human thinking — ^makes the objects which 
it knows come into being. The charge, in brief, is that idealism en- 


iTBnUeweU, C. M.| "Idealism end Keelisin," Review (1909), S03-513. 
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tirely obliterates the distinction between subjective and objective, 
and that it succumbs to its own inherent subjectivism. 

Against tliis misunderstanding of idealism Bakewell points out 
that the common enemy for realism and idealism is subjectivism; 
and that in so far as realism is merely a protest against subjectivism, 
the idealists are in agreement with the realists. 

But if realism means to affirm the existence of independent reals 
outside the realm of experience, and therefore wholly Independent of 
consciousness, Bakewell maintains, it is the old h 3 rpothetical realism 
whose absurdities have so often been demonstrated in the history of 
philosophy that further argument should be unnecessary. 

If realism, in order to escape these absurdities, means to affirm 
the existence' of independent reals which are nonetheless wholly ac- 
cessible to experience, directly experienced or known, it is di^ult 
to see how this doctrine differs from idealism, except t^t the idealist 
would be constrained to point out that the word ‘'independent" is not 
strictly taken in such usage. 

1, Further Clarification of ReaUsni — ^The Ego-Centric 
Predicament 

The year 1910 brought a further clarification of the position 
taken by American neo-realists. In this year several articles were 
publish^ which led to the definitive statement of the neo-realistic 
thesis. 

The first of these articles, entitled "The Ego-Centric Predica- 
ment,” was written by Ralph Barton Perry.“ 

According to Ferry, ontological idealism is a theory to the effect 
that T (tiling) necessarily stands in the relation j??* (consciousness) 
to an B (ego), or that the relationship is indispensable to T. 

Proceeding from this premise, Perry argues tW in brder to discover, 
if possible, exactly how a T is modified by the relationship 
we must look for instances of T out of this relation^ip so that we 
can compare them with instances of T in Uiis relation^ip. But no 
instances of T out of the relationship can be found because 
"finding" is a variety of the very relationship that is to be eliminated, ft 
is therefore impossible to make tlie comparison indicated above ; for 
just in so far as we actually do succeed in eliminating every cognitive 
relationship, we are unable to observe the result. We are caught in 
what Perry calls the ego-centrie predicament. This does not mean, 
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however, according to Perry, that we can conclude that there are no 
instances of T out of the relationship R'‘(E ) — ^3 step taken by idealists. 

It is Perry's contention that several types of idealism gain ille- 
gitimate support from the ego-centric predicament. He examines, 
in particular, three varieties: (I) the creative theory which asserts 
that E creates T; (2) the formative theory whicli asserts that B 
forms or organizes T; and (3) the identity theory which asserts that 
E is T. In each case Perry shows that the ego-centric predicament 
does not warrant the idealistic inference, 

One may wonder, of course, if Perry's identification of idealism 
with any one of the varieties mentioned is tenable. The relationship 
R^(B) is certainly subject to many more interpretations; and if this 
is true, then Perry's analysis is at least incomplete. But the question 
also arises as to how realists can get around the ego-centric pre- 
dicament. 

In answer to this last question Perry argues that the mere fact 
that T is invariably found in a certain complex, since it cannot be 
corrected by the method of difference, must be set aside and must 
not be allowed to weigh in our considerations; for when we have 
discovered what an ego is, what a thing is, and what it means 
for an ego to know a thing,, then, according to Perry, we may 
hope to define precisely what transpires when a thing is known by 
an ego, 

It is obvious that this first presentation of the idea of an ego- 
centric predicament leaves numerous questions unanswered. Perry 
therefore follows up its publication wi& a further elaboration.^" He 
reaffirms the conception of an ego-centric predicament and states that 
this consists in the impossibility of finding anytliing that is not 
known. He then' argues more e:q)licitly that when this predicament 
is formulated as a proposition concerning things, then the result is 
either the redundant inference that all known things are known, or 
the false inference tliat all things are known. The former, because 
of its redundancy, is no proposition at all, and its use results only in 
confusing it with the second proposition, which involves a petitio 
principH, It is impossible to argue from the fact that everything one 
finds is known, to the conclusion that knowing is a universal condi- 
tion of being, for it is impossible to find non-things which are not 
known. 

Surveying critically the philosophy of tradition. Perry finds that 
in the past six fatal errors have beCn committed — ^namely, ( 1 ) the 

w Perry, R, B„ "Realism st a Folemie utd Prosrmn ei Reform,” /oitrnai of 
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error of arguing from the ego-centric predicament, or the claim that 
the cognitive ubiquity of the knowing subject is proof of its onto- 
logical necessity; (2) the error of pseudo simplicity, or the failure 
to distinguisli between the simplicity of the familiar and the sim- 
plicity which is tested by analysis; (3) the error of transcendent 
implication, or the inference from content to something beyond con- 
tent; (4) the error of exclusive particularity, or the supposition that 
a term can belong to a single system only; (S) the error of specu- 
lative dogma, or the assumption that there is an all-general, all- 
suhicient principle; and (6) the error of verbal suggestion, or the 
use of words for the sake of their association rather than their exact 
denotation and connotation. The basic defect In idealism, however, 
is, according to Perry, its subjectivism, or the assertion that con- 
sciousness is a universal condition of being. 

With this in mind, Perry examines the difference in tlie attitudes 
of idealists and realists, respectively, with regard to the categories, 
with regard to the meaning of consciousness, and with regard to 
science. As far as the categories are concerned, Peny maintains, the 
idealists regard them as presuppositions, or acts of an epistemological 
subject, arrived at tlarough the error of transcendental implication; 
whereas the realists regard them as immanent, or as parts of knowl- 
edge itself. With respect to the meaning of consciousness, the differ- 
ence between idealists and realists is particularly far-reaching; for, 
according to Perry, consciousness, which the idealists consider as of 
primary ontological importance, tlie realists regard as incidentaU 
Finally, with respect to science, the realists agree with the idealists 
in assigning limits to natural scietice, although there is a difference 
amounting to one of principle in the grounds on which these limits 
are assigned. For idealists, science is deficient in validity and there^ 
fore never wholly true ; for realists, science is deficient in scope and 
thus not the whole truth. 

In so far as Perry sees in realism a program of reform, he rec- 
ommends' (1) the scrupulous use of words, (2) analysis, or that 
method of procedure in winch the problematic is discovered to be a 
complex of simples: (3) regard for logical form; (4) division of 
questions; (5) explicit agreement; (6) the separation of philosopli- 
ical research from the study of history of philosophy; and (7) the 
separation of philosophical research from the interpretation of estab- 
lished belief. The importance of these recommendations is obvious. 
It is not so clear, however, why they should be regarded as special 
facets of philosophical realism; for they are reconcilable with any 
Seriously critical philosophical point of view. 
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8. Critical Reaction 

In a reply to Perry’s articles, W. T. Bush asks:*® Are not the 
idealists and the realists in the same box so far as the problem of the 
(^o-centric predicament is concerned, and do tliey not commit 
the same fallacy in so far as they select one interpretation or anotlrer 
of the predicament? Since the ego-centric predicament is an essen- 
tially ambiguous situation, it is unfortunate, not merely for the 
idealist or for the realist — it renders their problem artificial, just as 
artificial as would be the question whether x is really +2 or really —2 
when X is actually ±2. In other words, the epistemological problem 
of the ego-centric predicament can be solved only by taking all the 
alternatives together. And if this is not a solution, Bush argues, then 
the conditions themselves logically prohibit a solution — ^which is the 
same as saying tliat they do not provide a problem of a logical type. 

McGilvary also took up the problem of the ego-centric predica- 
ment:®^ and Miss Calkins saw in the thesis of the ego-centric pre- 
dicai\ient “the cleverest and most unblushing instance” of selectii^ 
some empirical and subsidiary logical principle and then demonstrat- 
ing its incompatibility with idealism.®® Admitting, Miss Calkins 
said, that the / is a peculiarly ubiquitous fact which cannot be dim- 
inated from one’s field of study, Perry insists that this “mere fact” 
must not be allowed to weigh in our calculations because it cannot 
be investigated by the method of agreement and difference. This is 
a startling instance of readiness to sacrifice empirical fact — admit- 
tedly universal — ^to methodological theory. And Miss Calkins chal- 
lenges the realists to descend from hypo&esis to fact: "Do not talk 
about vortex-ring, and electron, and ether, and energy, until you 
have just discussed the terms to which these reduce: the sensible 
qu^ities and complexes— extensity, resistance, motion — and the re- 
lations — cause, multiplicity, oneness, and the rest. You can give no 
imchallenged account of these qualities and relations, excqit as dis- 
tinctive ways of experiencing, that is, of being conscious.” 

Even realists were critical of Perry's arguments. J. B. Pratt, for 
example, pointed out®® that no one denies that a thing can enter into 
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several different relations at the same time, but that it is something 
else entirely to prove by this that a thing, all of whose characteristics 
borrow their meaning from experience, may also exist out of all rela- 
tion to experience. We are in the ego-centric predicament whether 
we like it or not, and can never get out of it to see what is beyond. 
No one can therefore prove that the realist is wrong in asserting the 
existence of neutral “entities” beyond experience ; but the unpleasant 
question remains as to what the realist means here by “existence” — 
a question whicli has no terrors for idealists or pragmatists, since for 
them reality is to be defined in terms of experience itself. 

Turning to the problem of “external relations” as the most gen- 
eral argument for realism, Pratt argues that at least part of the 
realist’s argument is “somewhat of a boomerang” ; for if it is impos- 
sible to infer the dependence of things upon experience, then it is 
equally impossible to infer their independence. And if the realists 
are right in maintaining that the thing exists outside of experience, 
it is difficult to see how one can examine the relation and thus ascer- 
tain whether the thing is independent or not. The ego-centric pre- 
dicament puts the realistic “thing” beyond the grasp of the experi- 
encing subject. This means, however, that it is vain for the realists 
to appeal to experience. If they seriously try to do so, they are forced 
to give away their case. 

The theory of “external relation” does not help the situation, for 
this theory applies to the question at issue only on condition that it 
be first admitted that things are external to experience. This, how- 
ever, is the very point to be proved. 7/ things exist outside of any 
and every consciousness and are connected with it by external rela- 
tions only, tlien the content or character of the thing cannot be made 
up of its relation to consciousness ; but if the essential nature of things 
is experiential, then the “relation” between the “thing” and “experi- 
ence” is liot extrinsic and the theory of relations has no application 
to the question at issue. Pratt therefore reaches the conclusion that 
the truth seems to be that realism has failed to disclose any facts 
which tend to prove the complete independence of things from all 
experience. There is only one way by which “neutral entities” 
existing b^nd experience may be secured, namely, by begging them 
at the start. 

Lovejoy, another realist, also joined the chorus of critics.** As 
he views it, the fault of Perry’s argument is twofold ; ( 1 ) Perry offers 
no setious evidence for the proposition that the' consciousness-relation 

s<IiOV«joy, A. O., "Pr^ent PhilMophlcol Tendencies,*" /oHrMf of Philosophy, IX 
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cannot be a constitutive one; and (2) he ignores some well-known 
evidence that it is constitutive. 

Some relations are essential and some are external; but it is 
impossible, on the basis of simple inspection only, to tell which is 
which. The only evidence from observation, therefore, which could 
show that the neo-realistic doctrine is true at least in some instances 
— ^i.e., that the consciousness-relation is not always requisite in order 
to constitute objects or their relations — ^would consist in the presenta- 
tion of an object free from that specific relation but in all other 
respects unaltered. But this tire ego-centric predicament makes 
impossible. 

On the other hand, there is empirical evidence, long familiar to 
common sense, but strangely disregarded by the neo-realists, tending 
to show that the characters which objects have, as they actually 
appear in any individual consciousness, are in a notable degree 
constituted by their presence in that consciousness. This evidence 
consists in tliose “trite topics" which show tliat certain peculiarities 
of the perceiver and certain attributes of the thing perceived vary 
concomitantly. 

Moreover, when a past existence subsequently^ — i.e., upon recall 
— enters the consciousness-relation, there occurs a partial “making 
present again," or a representation, of the object and its qualities. 
When Perry tries to show how the theory of “immanence" explains 
these cases, he neglects to explain the one thing which is uniquely 
characteristic of them; for the experiences in question imply the 
falsity of the universal proposition that consciousness is never in any 
degree constitutive of its object. 

The Only alternative to the conclusion here indicated is to main- 
tain that the memory-image is a brand-new and special kind of 
objective reality which has no relations to the original object save 
those of posterity and causal connection. But if this alternative is 
taken, the whole meaning of memory-images Is distorted. 

The chief incongruities of Perry’s version of neo-realism thus 
seem to arise from a failure to perceive that a consistent neo-realist 
must be a “pan-objectivist," and that he can have no place in his 
universe for “fictions" or purely “subjective manifolds" of any sort. 
Only -as “pan-objectivist" can the neo-realist escape the fact that 
consciousness is constitutive to die nature of its objects. Some 
neo-realists realize this fully and accept the consequences. Perry, on 
the other hand, “retains not a few shreds and patches of the du^ism 
of common sense" and thus nullifies that doctrine of consciousness 
which is the core of the neo-realist argument. 
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9 . The "Platform of Six RealiBts” 

The year 1910, which had seen the publication of Perry’s article 
on the ego-centric predicament, witnessed also the publication of the 
first coopei'ative effort in American philosophy — ^the publication, 
namely, of the "Program and First Platform of Six Realists.”®" 
The authors of this document were E. B. Holt of Harvard, W. T. 
Marvin of Rutgers College, W. P. Montague of Columbia University, 
R. B. Perry of Harvard, W. B. Pitkin of Columbia, and K G, 
Spaulding of Princeton. All of them were in agreement on certain 
fundamental points of neo-realism; and these points of agreement 
they set forth in die following specific propositions : 

1. The entities (objects, facts, etc.) under study in logic, mathe- 
matics, and the physical sciences are not mental in any usual or 
proper meaning of the word "mental.” 

2. The being and nature of these entities are in no sense con- 
ditioned by their being known. 

3. The degree of unity, consistency, or connection subsisting 
among entities is a matter to be empirically ascertained. 

4. In the present stage of our knowledge tiiere is a presumption 
in favor of pluralism, 

5. No self-consistent or satisfactory logic (or system of logic) 
so far invented countenances the "organic” theory of knowledge 
or the "internal” view of relations. 

6. Epistemology is not logically fundamental. 

7. There ai'e certain principles of logic whicli are logically prior 
to all scientific and metaphysical systems. One of these is that 
which is usually called the external view of relations. 

8. This view may lie stated thus: In the proposition, "the term 
a is in the relation R to the term b,” oR in no degree constitutes 
h, nor does Rh constitute a, nor does R constitute either o or h. 

9. The nature of reality cannot be inferred merely from the 
nature of knowledge. 

10. The proposition, "this or that object is known,” does not 
imply that such object is conditioned by the knowing. 

11. Realism holds that tilings known may continue to exist 
unaltered when they are not known, or that things may pass in 
and out of the cognitive relation without prejudice to their reality, ' 
or that the existence of a thing is not correlated with or dependent 
upon the fact that anybody experiences h, perceives it, conceives it,' 

' of is in any way aware of it. 

, 12. Cognition belongs to the same world as that of its objects. 

It has its place in the order' of nature. 

M Journal of Philosophy, VII (WIO), 393-401. ' 
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13. The objective content of consciousness is any entity in so far 
as it is responded to by another entity in a specific manner exhibited 

the reflex nervous system. Thus physical nature, for example, 
is, under certain circumstances, directly present in consciousness. 

14. The specific response which determines an entiQr to be 
content of consciousness does not directly modify such entities 
otherwise than to endow them with this content status. In other 
words, consciousness selects from a field of entities which it does 
not create. 

15. The same entity possesses both immanence, by virtue of its 
membership in one class, and also transcendence, by virtue of the 
fact that it may belong also to indefinitely many other classes. In 
other words, immanence and transcendence are compatible and not 
contradictory predicates. 

16. The realist holds that things known ai‘e not products of the 
knowing relation nor essentially dependent for their existence or 
bdiavior upon that relation. He holds that this doctrine has three 
claims upon our acceptance : first, it is the natural, instinctive -belief 
of all men, and for this, if for no other reason, puts the burden of 
proof upon those who would discredit it; secondly, all refutations 
of it presuppose or even actually employ some of its exclusive 
implications: and, thirdly, it is logically demanded by all the 
observations and hypotheses of the natural sciences, including 
psychology. 

17. Realism, while admitting the tautology tliat eveiy entity 
which is known is in relation to knowing or experience or con- 
sciousness, holds that this knowing, etc., is eliminable, so that the 
entity is known as it would be if the knowing were not taking place. 
That is to say, the entity, in its being, l)ehavior, and character, is 
independent of the knowing.' This position agrees with common 
sense and with science in holding (1) that not all entities are 
mental, conscious, or spiritual, and (2) that entities are knowable 
without being known. 

18. The fact that terms are in the cognitive relation does not 
imply that the terms are mutually dependent on, or capable of 
modifying, either each otlier or the relation, any more than this 
dep.endence, etc., is implied for any two terms in any other relation. 


10. Bvalyation of the “Platform” 

Reactiftg to the “Platform" of the neo-realists, John Dewey 
voiced hU agreement witli realism as an anti-idealistic position,’* 
In particular, he stressed his agreement with the realistic conten- 
tions (1) that it is a' paralogism to argue that, because things must 

SSt)ewey, J., “The Short-Cut to Reatisni Examined.” /onrnef of PhUotophy, VII 
(1910), S53-S57. 



390 PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch. 17 

be known before we can discuss knowledge of them, things must 
themselves always be known or must always be in relation to mind ; 
and (2) that knowledge always implies existences prior to and 
independent of their being known. 

By way of criticism, however, Dewey pointed out that the realist, 
in ignoring tlie distinction between knowing, i.e., between active 
thinking or investigating, and achieved knowledge, ignores also (he 
problems of doubt, hypothesis, and error. Where knowledge is 
assumed to be adiieved, Dewey argues, it is true that tlie meaning 
— or content — of the terms of a proposition are not affected by the 
relation in which they stand. Any other doctrine would set up an 
infinite regress which is not only inherently futile, but which openly 
contradicts the assumption that knowledge has been acliieved. But 
if the realistic doctrine means tliat contents do not undergo change 
in knowing taken as an active process of inquiry, then, Dewey main-* 
tains, it is obviously false; for the meaning of a term — e,g., mammal, 
species, metal, orcliid, circle, etc. — is quite different at the end and 
at the beginning of scientific reflection. 

Dewey also finds a fundamental ambiguity in die neo-realistic 
thesis of external relations. Is this doctrine, Dewey asks, sustained 
by terms in a proposition? If it is, what justifies the transfer to the 
quite different matter of the relation of a proposition (in its content 
and intent) to an existing entity? Does the realist assume that to be 
a tiling and to be a term of a proposition are identical? On the other 
hand, if the doctrine of external relations is assumed to be a theory 
of the relation of existences qua existences to one another, then, 
Dewey argues, it is demonstrably false; for “biological" and "chem- 
ical'’ relations are accompanied by some alteration, and only with 
respect to spatial relations does the doctrine hold. In any case, 
Dewey adds, H diould be self-evident that the knowing process is 
not one of the terms of a proposition. 

Summing up his criticism, Dewey asserts that the realistic “Plat- 
form," regarded as a positive doctrine and not simply as anti- 
idealism, ignores two vital problems: (1) that of the significance 
of knowing as a natural event in relation to other natural events ; 
and (2) that of getting Imowledge; of passing from doubt and 
guesswork to grounded conclusions j i.e., it ignores the progressive 
advancement of knowledge itself. 

'H. C Brown also expressed dissatisfaction with the “Platform,"” 
and thisior three reasons. In the first place, the “Platform" aeems to 
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narrow the scope of realism and to cut it off from the content of 
philosophy. In the second place, its propositions are vague and 
ambiguous — ^a deficiency which stems perhaps from attempting too 
great generality. And in the third place, it is apparent that even 
these fundamental propositions are not accepted in the same sense 
by all six “platformists.” 

11 . Further Criticisms 

The first negative reactions to the Platform in general were pub- 
li^ed at a time when the critical discussion of specific aspects of 
neo-realism gathered momentum. Early in 1911, for instance, Bake- 
well submitted the problem of transcendence to a searching analysis.^^ 

Bakewell starts his examination of the problem by asserting that 
in philosophy each investigator must begin with his own experience, 
and that in the appeal to experience one is asking each person to 
observe for himself what he finds in the region of his own experience. 
But, he argues, this obvious and inevitable reflection upon one’s own 
experience is usually given a quite misleading interpretation. It 
does not mean that one must begin with observing anything merely 
private or subjective, a supposed "world within," consisting of 
sensations, feelings, and the like, as these are found in an isolated 
consciousness. To be sure, if one could conceive of a being whose 
every desire met with prompt and full satisfaction, without any 
planning, without any striving, there' would seem to be notliing that 
could introduce into the life of such a being the distinction between 
subject and object. But for us, as human beings, consciousness of 
our own desires and of their frustration breaks experience into a 
world of cross-purposes. The physical order and its regularity as 
well as certain irregularities encountered in that same order cross 
our purposes; and these cross-purposes argue for the existriice 
of a realm which transcends the subjectivity of any particular 
consciousness. 

This, however, is not all To identify any particular experience 
and to give it its setting in an objective order means not merely com- 
paring it with other present experiences but also recognizing these 
as memories, i.e., as pointing to actual occurrences in a past that is 
no more but once was real Here again actual experience is 
transcended. ' , 

But now, u new aspect of the problem of objectivity arises. As 
Bakewell puts it : The world is for anyone objective precisely in so 

S8 Bakewell, C. M., ''The Problem of Tranicendence,” Plulo*oph{e«l j?ovt««oj XX 
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far as he is one with himself, in so far as the unity of his self- 
consciousness is preserved and the identity of tlie functioning of 
that consciousness is presupposed. 

These basic contentions of idealism, Bakewell maintains, are 
matters of fact. But idealism has too rapidly passed from the 
inevitable recognition of the unity of self-consciousness as it is 
manifest in our own lives to the unity of a single all-inclusive and 
overiudividual self-consciousness. Bakewell thus opposes to neo- 
realism a clarified definition of idealism. He finds that it is not 
necessary to introduce die conception of an absolute consciousness 
to whom all facts of experience are simultaneously present and whose 
interest in diem gives them their reality. And neither is it necessai7, 
he maintains, to conceive of happenings in remote times as merely 
’^possible experiences,” any more than it is necessary so to conceive 
facts that at the present no one is actually experiencing, If we think 
of the center of the earth, Bakewell argues, or of the other side of the 
moon, as real at the present, we do not mean that some absolute 
consciousness is having certain eiqieriences which we might have 
if we succeeded in digging down into the bowels of the eai‘th or in 
flying round the moon; nor yet, he adds, do we conceive of these 
as merely possible experiences. They get their present actuality 
because they are locked with certain facts of present experience as 
being necessary to complete iheir meaning. Those remote or inac- 
cessible experiences, therefore, have their teing in the reality of any 
experience which calls for them, whicli implies or presupposes them, 
in order that it may itself find its place in a single order of experience, 

Bakewell’s criticism was supplemented by Drake’s discussion of 
certain inadequacies of the "natural realism" embodied in the 
"Platform.”® By "natiual" realism Drake means the neo-realist 
contention that the very data which we have in experience slip out of 
experience and continue to exist, with the same qualities, when no 
one’s experience includes them : It is the belief that things known 
may continue to exist unaltered when they are not known ; diat the 
"this” which the idealist calls content of consciousness is the very 
object which the physicist speaks of as "out there," as the cause of 
our experience. 

To this "natural” realism, advocated by neo-realists, Drake 
opposes a "critical” realism which holds that the "this" of experience, 
the object perceived, is numerically and qualitatively different from, 
and exists, later in time than, the thing-in-itself "out there” which 

as pralce^ D,, "The Inadequacy of 'Natural’ Realiam," Journal of Philosophy, VIII 
(IWI). 36 S. > I -n- s, 
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causes the experience. According to the "natural'’ realist, Drake 
points out, there exists only the world we see and touch, with our 
individual experiences flitting about in it like searchlights, illuminat- 
ing portions of it which preexisted. According to the “critical” 
realist, on the other hand, and according to Drake, all the "things-I- 
see-and-touch” are but visual-and-tactile-experiences within my total 
experience, each total experience being a microcosm surrounded by 
a sea of things-in-themselves which never come within human 
experience at all. 

It was by now evident that the new realism found opposition 
among realists as wdl as among idealists and pragmatists. A 
number of basic tenets of the new position were constantly under 
attaclc, and something had to be done to salvage the general thesis. 
An attempt in this direction was made by Marvin, in an article 
devoted to an analysis of existential propositions.**’ 

Proceeding from the admitted fact that it is the business of 
"existential science" to explain and to predict tlie observable, Marvin 
argued for the contention that the existent is the asserted sufficient 
condition of any true proposition, and that, correspondingly, a term 
is said to exist when it is a member of a proposition whidh is the 
asserted sufficient condition of some true proposition. To say, for 
example, "Caesar existed,” is much simpler than to say, "Caesar 
implies some of tlie hicts of our day and is consistent with all our 
other existential judgments”; but we must remember that every 
judgment we pass, such as locating Caesar in the first century before 
Christ, is not some bit of information we believe quite isolated from 
all other information we have. It is, rather, an assertion depending 
upon a system of interrelated propositions. Even to say, "This 
which I see exists now,” means to relate the event in question to a 
larger system of terms which it implies and by which it is implied. 
That this larger system is only implicidy in our judgments does not 
make it any the less there. 

This larger system is the world in which we have gradually come 
to believb tlirough many influences from childhood till now. When, 
therefore, as adults and scientists, we assign an event its place in 
time, we are but extending this world-s3^tem as known by us; 
we have but discovered new implications between parts of the 
system. 

The monistic thesis of neo-realism was furtlier criticized by 
idealists and' "critical" realists alike. Arthur O. Lovejoy, in par- 

ao Marvin, W. T., "The !&xiatential Proposition," Journal of PMlosaphyj, VIII 
( 191 1 ). 490 . 
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ticutar, dealt witli it on several occasions. Neo-realism, he argued,** 
is the contention that some objects are from time to time identical 
with ideas (while Berkeleyan idealists declare all of them at all 
times of their existence to be so identical). The neo-realist, in other 
words, if he is truly an epistemological monist, dissents from idealism 
only with respect to the fate, or the manner of existence, of the 
object during what Lovejoy calls the “interceptual intervals in the 
object’s checkered career.’* 

But from the contention that objects are identical with ideas, 
i.e., from the monistic thesis of neo-realism, it follows, according to 
Lovejoy, that this doctrine is inconsistent with tlie admission that 
any perception or other presentation can be false or illusory at the 
time at which it occurs. The neo-realist’s universe, therefore, consists 
at any specified moment exclusively of real things and real relations. 
Moreover, the entire content of this universe, things and relations 
alike, exists upon a common plane of objectivity without duplication, 
so that there seems to be no way in which a neo-realist can stop short 
of what Montague has called “pan-objectivism." And in such a 
universe, Lovejoy maintains, there is no room for anything that cor- 
responds to what is usually meant by hallucination or illusion or 
falsity or “purely subjective existence.” 

The difficulties of this monistic thesis become apparent when we 
consider a concrete case. The neo-realist’s position requires, for 
instance, that a hallucination be regarded as having been a false 
version of a coexistent fact, i.e., it requires that the hallucinatory 
spatial object be regarded as having existed otherwise than in the 
then existing real space. And this, according to Lovejoy, cannot be 
conceived except by assuming two distinct planes of existence, the 
content of on^ of which purports in some fashion to correspond to 
die contemporaneous content of the other, but is subsequently dis- 
covered to have failed to do so. Such a dualistic assumption, how- 
ever, the neo-realist has debarred himself from making. 

The point of Lovajo/s argument is thus to show the inadvis- 
ability of that combination of realism with epistemological monism in 
which consists the distinguishing noyelty of the "new” realism. A 
genuine realist, so Lovejoy concludes, can escax>e dualism only at the 
cost of an implied negation of the possibility of illusions and error, 
only by denying that there can be at any given cross section of time 
both appearance and reality. 


SI Lov^oy, A. 0., "Reflection! of a Temporalist on the New Realism," Jmtrttal of 
Philot^hn, Vni (1911), S89-S99, 
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12. An Evaluation of the Doctrine of External Rdations 

One of the key ideas in the neo-realistic position is the thesis tliat 
ali relations are "external’' to the relata and that, in particular, the 
knowledge relation is not constitutive of objects as known. This 
thesis was, next to the inferences drawn from the ^-centric pre- 
dicament, the principal argument advanced by the neo-realists 
against all forms of id^lisnu It is not surprising, therefore, that the 
thesis of the externality of relations should receive special attention 
in the critical discussions of neo-realism. 

Th. de Laguna was the first to submit the thesis in question to 
a searching analysis.^’ He acknowledges that there are no entities 
which we conceive as standing in no relation. He acknowledges 
in particular that, if there are existing things other than our own 
ideas, then relations are conceived to exist between such things. But, 
de Laguna maintains, our concepts of relations are not necessarily 
absolutely clear, distinct, and final; and, upon analysis, he finds that 
the doctrine of the externality of relations appears in three principal 
forms. 

In its first form the doctrine is to the effect that relations are 
external to the essential nature of all realities, whether these realities 
are conceived as individuals, as classes, or as ideal types. According 
to this interpretation, what is, is; and it is what it is, without con- 
sideration of anything else. The doctrine thus takes for granted that 
realities have essences which are either simple, and thus indefinable, 
or are definable in simple terms; and it affirms that the relations in 
which a substance stands form no part of its essence. The crucial 
question, therefore, is whether, and within what limits, adequate 
definition in terms of the absolutely simple is possible. 

Now the "absolutely simple” may be found in the field of mathe- 
matics. We should therefore find there also the strongest support 
for the doctrine of the externality of relations. But it is precisely in 
the field of mathematics that the theory of externality is most evi- 
dently false; for if we consider the indefinables of any branch of 
mathematics and ask how their meaning is expressed or conveyed, 
it is at once obvious tjiat it is only by means of the set of axioms in 
which they appear — i.e., it is only through their relations that they 
a^aln meaning and r^iality. In the field of mathematics the inde' 
fiqables mean or are what the axioms make them mean or be. Their 
relations to ^ch other, as set forth by the axioms, are their meaning, 
and in these relations is grounded their very existence. 

^ Lasttna, Tb., "Th« «C Relattons,” PhUotophieat Review, XX (1911), 

610-631, 
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If this is true of the indehnables, then it is true a fortiori of all 
other matJiematical terms — that their meaning is constituted by their 
relations. 

Then, too, de Laguna argues, in order that conceptions may be 
definitely communicable, diey must be reduced to conceptions of 
relations. The very meaning of words is determined by usage, i,e., 
by the way in which the words are connected widt each other and 
with concomitant circumstances. There is no way of directly com- 
paring one person's conception of red, for instance, with some 
other person’s conception of red. The likeness of the two concep- 
tions, when critically examined, means no more dian this : that they 
are similarly related to other conceptions which are accepted as 
alike. 

Lastly, while it is true that the objects of experience are never 
wholly analyzable into relations, it remains nevertheless true that the 
clearer and clearer our conceptions of the world become — ^the more 
closely they approach the mathematical type (as they do in the 
sciences) — ^the more largely or the more adequately they may be 
expressed in relational terms. The development of modern physics 
and chemistry leaves no doubt in this matter. 

The second form of the doctrine of the externality of relation, 
according to de Laguna, is one “in which the notion of essentiality 
has fallen away." The question now is, whether the relations in 
which a thing stands are external to its qualities, be these qualities 
themselves essential or external. In other words, the question is, can 
a tiling enter into a new relation without changing any of its 
qualities? 

This question, de Laguna believes, has no precise answer, because 
the distinction between a quality and a relation is not precise. For 
example, is “weight" a quality or a relation? Analytic thought is 
forever resolving qualities into relations, with new qualities under- 
lying them. In view of this fact, de Laguna finds it necessary to 
answer the question propounded — ^whether the relations of a thing 
may vary witliout change in any of its qualities~-in the negative. 
But it must be remembered also, he points out, that some relations 
are very superficial and have but a minimal bearing upon the 
character of the things related. 

The third form of the doctrine of the externality of relations 
involves the question, are relations, or may they be, external to edch 
other, i.e.; Independently variable? That is to say, is it' possible to 
divide the relations in which a thing stands into distinct groups or 
systems which are entirely ind^ndent of one another? 
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In answer to this question de Laguna points out that the assertion 
that a change in any one relation or determinate group of relations 
in which a concrete object stands might take place without affecting 
any of its other relations, is an enormous assumption which we have 
no motive whatsoever for making. What the detailed interconnec- 
tions between given relations are, only experience can reveal; but 
to deny such interconnections on a priori grounds is unjustifiable. 

Summing up his arguments, de Laguna asserts that to the bald 
question, whether relations are external or not, no single answer 
can be given; for all depends upon what is naeant. That relations in 
general form no part of the essential nature of real beings is, he main- 
tains, clearly false. That some relations are unessential to some 
real beings is true if "unessential'’ has any acceptable meaning at 
all. That relations are external to qualities is, in de Laguna's 
opinion, a vain presumption. But we have no reason to suppose 
that every relation is bound up with every quality. Finally, de 
Laguna points out, die mutual independence of relations is a matter 
of more or less, which must for the most part be empirically 
determined. 

The whole discussion of externality hinges, of course, on the 
meaning of die terra "essential”; and this term, according to 
de Laguna, has at least three distinctive meanings. It means, first, 
relevant to the accomplishment of a particular purpose or set of 
purposes. What is essential for one purpose may be utterly non- 
essential for another. It means, secondly, essential to a concept, i.e., 
necessary to the discrimination of one mncept from other concepts, 
or, if the concept can be defined, contained, or inqilied in its definition. 
It means, thirdly, essential to a reality and, in particular, to a final 
concept of reality. Since, however, in the actual employment of- 
concepts, the distinction between what is essential to the concept, as 
such, and what is essential to the reality which the concept represents, 
is but an "afterthought,” to think a concept and to think of a reality 
are the same; and what is essential to die one is essential also to the 
other. 


13. The Problem of Brror 

The year 1912 saw additional discussions of the problems involved 
in die neb-realistic posidon. Montag ue attempted to. clarify further 
what, that position was. Contrastihglhe new realism and the. old, he 
pointed out"’ that naive realism conceives of objects as direcdy 


8^ '*The New Realism and the Old," lonmai af Philosophy, IX (1912), 36. 
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presented to consciousness and as being precisely what they appear 
to be. Nothing intervenes between the knower and the world 
olt^'nal to him; for objects are not represented in consciousness 

_ , ^ ^ lo^ir riT* 1 i*i .ti J Via ..!**» , -«> fi 

bv idea s ; they are themselves directly presented. The new realism, 
Montague maintained, is almost identical with this naive or ’'natural” 
realism. 

However, according to Montague, there is in naive realism a 
complete disregard of the personal equation and of the elaborate 
niechanism unaerlymg sense perception. In a world in which there 
was no such thing as ^or, tlus naive view of the knowledge relation 
would remain unchallenged; but witli the discovery of error and 
illusion comes complexity. 

In the past the attempts to solve the problem of error have led 
to va rious forms o f <^,^m and to subjectivism. The first and 
greatesT’problontPor flke neo-realists, therefore, is so to amend 
"natural” realism as to make it compatible with the universal 
phenomenon of error and with the m^lmism of perception upon 
which that plienomenon is based and iiTternis oTv^ifch* iTmust be 
interpreted. Montague, however, does not offer a solution at this 
time. 

The importance of the problem of error for neo-realism had not 
escaped tlie critics of the new doctrine. As a matter of fact, it had 
become increasingly dear that t his problem was tr uly the Achillgg 
heel of neo-realists. Durant Drake rcmov^ tbe lasTtouEA^ctt^^ 
point wKeiPhe pointed out®* that "natural rea lism ignores th e 
r epresentative nature of p erce ption, ignores the gistihetioirbetwre n 
til e stimulus ot percenH^ s ource from whic h (in the case of 
ligbtTfor'oaroi^ey rtfier-wave^ raSiate rand the datum existing in 
e xperience after t hose* wayeniavTluF the eve; ignores, to say no 
moire. ItKe l:!r^ jSni^«rce the stimulus-fact a n^^ A e 

e xparienced-fa Sy^ *' •ww 

DraJiepomted out further that if the neo-realist retracts his naive 
belief and admits (with most contemporary realists) .that the tree- 
dat um-that-exists-within-his-experienc e (let us call it B) is an effec t 
of , blit not ideiiticaf w ith, trce-from-which-ether^^^ (call 

it^VBJST^KeTiHicuUies of the ^obt^ m error can be eliminated 
easily; but another problem arises, namely, where in tlie world of 
t he neo-realist does .5 exist ? 

'I'iie probie m of fer ror is 'thus intimately bound up with 'the 
pifoblem o£ perceptual experience in general and can have no solution 
apart from a solution of the 'latter. 


M Drake,. D., "What Kind of Realtrai?'’ /oktho/ ef.PMIt>mphs (1913), M9-1S4, 
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14. Problems of Perceptual Experience 

£. B. McGilvary raised the question of the relation of con- 
sciousness to the object in sense-perception,*® precipitating a pro- 
longed discussion which, in the end, led to the complete abandonment 
of neo-realism. 

McGilvary started his analysis by accepting tlie generally realistic 
proposition that perceived objects are sometimes real and sometimes 
not real, and that real objects are sometimes perceived and sometimes 
not perceived. In other words, he accepted tlie thesis that the real 
object and the perceived object are at the moment of perception 
numerically one, and that the real object may exist at other moments 
apart from any perception. 

Consciousness, therefore, in McGilvary's view, is a unique and 
not further analyzable relation of “togetherness” which obtains 
among all the objects given in the momentary, individuated, and 
limited field of any particular perception; and an object is any 
quality or any relation, however abstractly taken. The center of 
experience is a conscious center. 

In the discussion which followed the publication of McGilvary’s 
article, Montague** tried to clarify further the position of the neo- 
realist. He argued that, the “familiar facts of common sense and 
science" collectively testify to the secondary or derived cliaracter of 
any individual consciousness and hence of alt individual conscious- 
ness. This is so because, according to Montague, the origin and 
continuance of a consciousness depend upon a peculiar interaction 
of a living organism with its environment. Consciousness, therefore, 
cannot be the condition for tlie existence of its objects (one of which 
is the organism), for It is itself demonstrably dependent upon a 
relation between those objects. 

Continuing the discussion, D, S. Miller now argued*^ (1) that 
the time taken in perception proves that the perceived object is not 
identical with the real object; (2) that the fact of illusion proves 
that the perceived object is not identical with the real object; (3) 

. that the neo-realistic theory would oblige us to hold that when 
two' people side>by side look at the satUe object much of the object is 
actudly' present in their two fields of consciousness — which involves 

SB "The Relation of Consciouatiesa and Object in Sense^Perceirtlon,*’ PhUctophieal 
Review, XXI (1913), lS3-ir3. 

BB Philosophical Review (1912), 199-204. 

ST "An Exatnination Of Four Realistic Theorica of Perception," Philosophical Re- 
view (1912), 178, 
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and monism, is the realistic thesis proper. That is to say, any theory 
which holds that the object whidi is perceived, or “given.” in some 
particular actual perception, can exist independently of any such 
perception, is epistemological realism. In so far, therefore, as 
idealism holds this view, it, too, is realistic, 

But, so Thilly continued his argument, the complex of physical 
qualities, given in some particular actual perception, which we call 
a round, yellow, solid, fragrant object, is certainly not numerically 
identical witli the complex of physical qualities — moving molecules 
of matter, molecular action in the sense organs and in the brain — 
which is said to be a true part of the material world. 

Moreover, Tliilly added, in momentary perceptions we get a 
fragmentary world, often a disconnected world. We do not get 
everything at once. We do not get all the qualities, all the relations; 
and we do not always get them right — as die experience of everyday 
life amply shows. There is both more and less in the real world 
than may be given in any momentary perception; and we approxi- 
mate the real world in developed perception by perceiving it in the 
light of past perceptions — ^in brief, by interpreting it. 

Thilly admitted, of course, that it is possible to say that an 
object figuring in some particular individual stream of perceptions 
also figures outside of that stream. But he maintained that it is not 
possible to say tliat the object always figures in both situations in 
the same way, that it possesses all and the same features in both 
situations. 

It might be said, Thilly argued, that all the characteristics nor- 
mally perceived are real and exist independently of perception ; that 
the one object is present in all the perceptual situations in which it 
figures, with varying cliaracteristics; that the object has many 
qualities, every one of them as real as any other; that some of 
these qualities figure in the particular perceptual stream, whereas 
others do not; that all of them exist independently, outside of the 
perceptual stream, just as they are; and that all of them are true 
parts of the material world. But the obstacle in the way of this view 
is, as Thilly pointed out, that die object reveals not merely more 
characteristics but contradictory ones in different perceptual situa^ 
tions. The staff in the pool, to use a familiar example, cannot be both 
straight and bmt ' 

Most of the difficulties alluded to are removed, in Thilly’s opinion, 
if we assume that the mind has something to do with the way in 
which the object figures in the perceptual situation. But such an 
assumption implies the negation of the monistic thesis of neo-realism. 
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15. The Nature of Consciousness 

It became more and more evident that at least one of the basic 
difficalties encountered by n^-rcalism centered around the nature 
and function of consciousness. If a satisfactory explanation of the 
relation of consciousness to the objects of awareness could be given 
in terms of the neo-realistic or pamobjectivistic thesis, then the new 
realism might be fairly secure as an epistemological position, 

Pursuing the problem of consciousness, J. £. Creighton tried to 
show" that what is called “consciousness” must be defined in terms 
of objects — ^that it must be defined, in other words, as a relation of 
objects, or a togetherness of objects, or as behavior of objects. 
Consciousness, he maintained, cannot be anything more tlian tliat, 
because experience shows only objects and their relations and 
changes. If it be assumed that consciousness possesses any other 
reality, then it must at least also be admitted that such a reality is 
found nowhere in experience. Consciousness or mind, therefore, 
exists for experience only in its functional relationship to the world 
which it defines and evaluates. 

Moreover, according to Creighton, in so far as the individual 
mind is concerned, the conception of consciousness, or mind, and 
the conception of die world of things are not reciprocally correlative; 
for while tlie mind of any particular individual has no meaning 
ajiart from its relation to objects, the latter exhibit no similar 
dependence on the individual mind. The system of nature “exists” 
and forms the prius from which emerge all living and conscious 
beings. 

But in reply to Creighton, C. A. Strong argued** (1) dial 
consciousness is a distinct existence from the object of whic^ we are 
conscious, (2) that it is another object in die world of objects, and 
(3) that consciousness, in the original sense of the word, is not 
simply the same thing as cognition or awareness, but is a special 
case of it, namely, the awareness (which sometimes accompanies 
cognition) of the states of mind by means of which we cognize. 
Consciousness, in other words, is for Strong really .rs//''Consciousnes5. 
. Upon further analysis of the phenomena in question, Stroi^ 
finds that the nature of experience is essentially p^chical, and 


4iCieightbn, J. E„ "The Determlnatton of the EtaV' Rtfitw, XXI ' 

(1912), ilO. 

W'Strbitc, C, A., "The Nature of Conseioiuneas," /o«riiaf of PhUowph (1912), 
I. $33-544; II, 561-573! Ill, $89-603. 
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that the notion that experience is ever pure object is completely false. 
What is true about &e neo-realistic thesis is merely that at the 
first moment only objects are known. 

Turning to the more specifically epistemological issues, Strong 
distinguishes immediatism (or the view that the object is identical 
or consubstantial with the image) from mediatism (according to 
which the object is something grasped by means of the image, and 
either exists beyond the image or is at least distinct from it). The 
issue between immediatism and mediatism, according to Strong, 
represents the most fundamental dichotomy in the theory of cogni- 
tion. Strong’s own decision in this matter is pointed and clear ; for 
he is convinced that all attempts to identify the object with the 
image have failed ; that the image cannot be construed as the whole 
or as a part of the object; that the object is quite other than the 
image; and that the image itself is merely a medium for cognizing 
the object — an intermittent fact which serves to bring the object 
before us. 

If these assertions are true, and if the image expresses not so 
much the object by itself as its relation to the body, then, according 
to Strong, a false abstraction is involved in ignoring the body and 
making the image a pure and unadulterated revelation of the object 
— as the immediatist theories do. 

Now the images, as distinct from the objects, possess the same 
psychical existence which we must attribute to pleasures and pains, 
emotions and desires, Together with these psychical existences, 
Strong points out, the images or sensations form the whole to 
which psydiologists refer when they speak of consciousness. In 
this sense, therefore. Strong maintains, the existence of consciousness 
has been proved. 

The question is, How does the image enable us to cognize or be 
aware? What is awareness, and what does it involve? All actual 
sense perception, Strong now argues, is a compound of cognition 
with “thought” — i.e., with interpretations by means of representa- 
tion; for thinking about a thing perceived must take place by means 
of representations additional to the image which conveys the thing. 
But these representations are themselves representations of other 
things, and we must apprehend the predicate as well as the subject 
before we .can judge the whdie. Presentation, therefore, according 
to Strong, cannbt be explained by means of judgment, but judgment 
must be explained by means of presentation. 



PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA 


[Ch. 17 


404 


16. Monism and Subjectivism 

Interrelated with the problem of consciousness is, of course, the 
problem of subjectivism and, more specifically, the problem of an 
epistemological monism conjoined with realism, The ground and 
implication of the combination of monism and realism, as encoun- 
tered in neo-realism, Lovejoy** sees in the tlieory tliat "conscious- 
ness,” or at least cognition, is a purely external relation among objects 
— -in the theory, in other words, tlmt the nature of consciousness is 
such that it cannot determine the existence, or add to or alter the 
qualities, of any of Its so-called objects, but can only give to existences 
entirely independent of it a sort of togetherness or relatedness or 
“aggregation.” 

Lovejoy insists most emphatically on the point that it is implicit 
in an epistemological monism based upon the relational theory of 
consciousness tliat no cognised object whatever owes to its being 
in the consciousness-relation any of the cliaracteristics which it is 
there found to have, or any of its other relations. If the object were 
at die moment outside of the consciousness-relation, it would just 
as truly exist, and would exist with precisely the same characteristics. 

Lovejoy then shows how common sense has been constrained to 
deny that all the content of consciousness is independent of and 
external to particular consciousness, and has been led to distinguish 
between existents of two kinds; (1) those belonging to the one, 
coherent world of objective or independent reality, in whidi objects 
can never have two contradictory qualities at once; and (2) those 
belonging only to one or more of the many private and particular 
"worlds" of subjective appearances. To moat men, Lovejoy points 
out, (to nearly all men, in fact, until the new realism began to 
flourish) nothing has seemed more evident than that many things 
appear in consciousness neither os they are nor where th^ are nor 
when they are. After all, "consciousness” is not only tlie name of 
a certain kind of grouping or "aggregation” of objects; it is also the 
name of that to which the objects are related, or of an attribute 
thereof. And through this "marriage” of an object and a conscious 
center there are generated things in some respects different from 
both — ^things which are to be called "experiences.” 

Moreover, Lovejoy maintains, a genuine realist can escape 
dualism only at the cost of denying that there can be at any given 
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cross section of time both appearance and reality. But what are the 
facts of experience? Consider a simple case. Let us assume that we 
now see a star at a certain point in tire sky — a star, which is thou- 
sands of light years removed from our earth, and which is in constant 
motion. Here, then, is a case in which a certain object — the star — 
exists as a percept at a time when it does not exist in the space to 
which its actual extension is assigned by our scientific knowledge. 
How can a thing which exists now (our percept) be said to be 
numerically identical with a thing (the actual star) which has been 
for thousands of years nonexistent in the space to which our 
percept assigns it? Consciousness, in otlier words, may refer to 
dates which lie beyond its own temporal limits; it can refer to past 
and future, and can even have percepts of things which no longer 
exist. A monistic tlieory is unable to account for such facts. 

The problem of monism and subjectivity, as implied in the neo- 
realistic thesis, was taken up from a somewhat different angle by 
C. I. Lewis.** Lewis argued that the subjectivist’s dogma— the 
dogma that to be is to be perceived or otherwise given in conscious- 
ness — is as distressing to idealism as it is to realism, and that it is 
more accurate to represent idealism as maintaining tlie essentially 
knowable diaracter of reality than to take it as holding that all reals 
are known. What knowledge signifies, according to Lewis, is its 
meaning; and meaning always reaches beyond the present experi- 
ence. The problem of the validity of this meaning is the problem of 
Imowledge, as idealism, since Kant, conceives it. 

The realist may point out the fallacy of arguing from the fact 
that all known reals are known; and the subjectivist may retort 
that if there be any unknown real, it is an identical proposition that 
nobody knows it. The dispute will lead nowhere. According to 
Lewis the assertion that reality is not transformed when brought 
into the knowledge relation is akin to the futile dispute just referred 
to; for the proof of it would require die impossible comparison of 
known-o with unknown-o. That an independent reality has this or 
^that character must remain an unwarranted assertion so long as all 
the a*s whicli can be known will be known-a’s. 

It follow.^, according to Lewis, that nobody will be able to prove 
that reality is independent of knowledge because such proof would 
require die discovery of not-known reals and their comparison with 
those known. And if this inference is correct, then it is no accident 
that the realistic doctrine is largely negative. In dealing with 
idealism, the realist can only set up his own counterassertion. We 

« Lewis, C. I., "KeaUsm and Sufajectivisin,” /omthoI of Philosophy, X (1913), 43-49. 
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might thus conceivably be presented with dogmatic idealism and 
dogmatic realism as equally consistent and equally unproved doc> 
trines, and the choice between them might tlren depend upon 
pragmatic considerations of “workability” or temperamental 
preferences, 

A choice on such a pragmatic basis was actually suggested by 
Pitkin,*’ who maintained that realism has a special claim upon our 
acceptance because it is the natural, instinctive belief of all men. 
According to Pitkin, therefore, the burden of the proof rests upon 
those who would discredit realism; for no proposition commonly 
accepted need be suspected until evidence be brought against it — 
and the evidence necessary to refute it must be commensurate with 
the strangeness and heterc^oxy of the proposition set up in its stead. 

This appeal to conunon sense, however, was challenged by Miss 
Calkins,*’ Only the naive realists. Miss Calkins points out, never the 
new realists, have the right to appeal to common sense however 
conceived. The truth of this statement is best shown by a study of 
the neo-realistic theory of illusion; for neo-realists emphasize the 
fact that naive realism fails just because of its inability to explain 
illusions, and that, confessedly, the first and most urgent problem 
for the new realists is to amend the realism of common sense in such 
wise as to make it compatible with the facts of reality. 

Even on Pitkin’s assumption, therefore, neo-realism would be at 
least as much in need of a proof as is idealism — ^and perhaps more so. 

17. The New Realism 

While the controversy over neo-realism was at its height, the “Six 
Realists" published their second (and last) cooperative venture — a 
formidable volume of 491 pages, entitled The New Realism: Co- 
operative Studies in Philosophy. The book was published in August, 
1912. 

The cooperative effort, as exempHffed in this book, was, however, 
by no means an unqualified success. Only the introductory essay 
voices views shared by all six authors — ^Edwin B. Holt, Walter T. 
Marvin, William Pepperrdl Monte^ite, Ralph Barton Perry, Walter 
B. Pitkin, and Edward Gleason Spaulding; the other essays do so 
only in part, and three brief “Notes" in the appendiX' indicate more 
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specifically various points of disagreement among the authors. On 
the whole, however, the book can be regarded as the definitive 
statement of the neo^realistic thesis. Zt sums up in the most concise 
form available tlie central ideas which were under discussion during 
the preceding decade. 

A new philosophical movement invariably arises as a protest 
against tradition, and bases its hope of constructive achievement 
on the correction of established habits of thought. The emergence 
of neo-realism is but proof of this fact; for neo-realism arose as a 
protest against Royceau absolutism, in particular, and idealism, in 
general. In 1912 the six authors were convinced that neo-realism 
was still in a phase of development in which the critical motive 
dominates and provides the chief source of its vigor and unanimity 
( 1 ).*^ That the implied optimism was unwarranted and that neo- 
realism was already eiu uehenowidener Standpunkt need not concern 
us at the moment. 

The historical significance of the new realism, its authors felt sure, 
was apparent most clearly in its relations with naive realism, dualism, 
and subjectivism (2), The theory of naive realism is tire most 
primitive of these theories. It conceives of objects as directly prer 
sented to consciousness and as being precisely what they appear to 
be. Nothing intervenes between the knower and the world external 
to him. Objects are not represented in consciousness by ideas ; they 
are themselves directly presented. This theory makes no distinction 
between seeming and being; things are just what they seem. There 
is in this naive view a complete disreg^ard of the personal equation 
and of the elaborate mechanism underlying sense perception. In a 
world in wlvch there was no such thing as error, this theory of the 
knowledge relation would remain unchallenged; but with the 
discovery of error and illusion comes perplexity (2-3). 

Many undeniable facts prove that error is no trivial and excep- 
tional i^enomenon, but the normal, necessary, and universal taint 
from which every perceptual experience must suffer. It is sudi 
considerations as these that have led to the abandonment of naive 
realism in favor of dualism, the second of the aforementioned 
theories. What we perceive is now held to be only a picture of 
what really exists (4). The great advantage of the second or 
picture theory is that it fully accounts for error and illusion; the 
disadvantage of is that it appears to account for nothing else. The 
only e^cternal world is one diat we can never experience; the only 


47 All numbers in parentheses are page references to the boolct Tht iV'ew Realisnu 
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world that we can have any experience of is the internal world of 
ideas (4-5), 

We are thus brought to tlie third of tlie theories mentioned— the 
theory of subjectivism. According to this theory, there can be no 
object without a subject, no existence without a consciousness of 
it. To be, is to be perceived (5). 

Subjectivism, to be sure, has many forms, or rather, many 
degrees. There is the complete relativism or solipsism of Berkeley 
and Hume (6-7) ; the dualistic conception of the knower, as himself 
a twofold being, transcendental and empirical — the position of 
Kant (8): and the post-Kantian dualism of the finite and the 
absolute selves — a position caught between the Scylla of epistemo- 
logical dualism and the Charybdis of solipsism (9). 

From the standpoint of the neo-realist, all subjectivists suffer 
from a common complaint. The ontological differences which 
separate the various subjectivists are overshadowed by the epistemo- 
logical error whicli unites them — ^their subjectivism. Hence the 
escape from subjectivism and the formulation of an alternative, 
which shall be both remedial and positively fruitful, constitutes the 
central preeminent issue for any realist. The first and most urgent 
problem for the neo-realists, therefore, is to amend the realism of 
common sense in such wise as to make it compatible with the facts 
of relativity (10). 

In their polemic against subjectivism, the neo-realists called 
attention to such "traditional errors" (11) as the fallacy of argu- 
ment from the ego-centric predicament (11-12), the fallacy of 
pseudo-simplicity (12-14), the fallacy of exclusive particularity 
(14-15), the fallacy of definition by initial predication (15-16), the 
speculative dogma (16-18), the error of verbal suggestion (18-19), 
and the fallacy of illicit importance (19-21). As remedial measures 
they suggested the scrupulous use of words (21-22), greater care in 
the definition of terms — seeing in definitions not only a convention 
regarding the substitution of a single word for a group of words, but 
also a convention regarding the reference of words to objects (22-23), 
analysis — ^in the sense of a careful, systematic, and exliaustive exam- 
ination of any topic of discourse (24-25), regard for logical form 
(25-26), division, or breakdown into its simplest components, of 
any question under discussion (26-28), explicit agreement among 
philosophers (28-30), and, finally, the separation of philosophical 
research from the study of the history of philosophy (30-31). 

The grounds on whicli the neo-realists reject subjectivism 
determine to some extent the superstructure whi^ is to be reared 
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in its place (3) ; but probably the most notable feature of the new 
realistic philosophy is the emancipation of metaphysics from 
epistemology. Henceforth the nature of things is not to be sought 
primarily in the nature of knowledge (32). In addition, a new 
attitude emerged with resi^ect to knowledge itself; for, in rejecting 
anti-intellectiialism and espousing the anal)rtical method, realism is 
committed to the rejection of all mj'stlcal philosophies, TIte ultimate 
terms of knowledge are the terms which survive an analysis that 
has been carried as far as it is possible to carry it (32). 

Although monistic in its epistemology, the new realism at this 
stage of its development tends to be metaphysically pluralistic (32), 
asserting the existence of many independent things. 

Being known is something that happens to a preexisting thing. 
The characters of that pre&cisting thing determine what happens 
when it is known. When the knowing takes place, the premcisting 
characters remain (at least for the most part) undisturbed (34). 

. In Immediate and intimate connection widi this doctrine of the 
independence of things known and the knowing of them, stands 
another special doctrine — the doctrine, namely, that the content of 
knowledge (that which ties in or before the mind when knowledge 
takes place) is numerically identical with the thing known (34). 
In the end all things are known through being themselves brought 
directly into tliat relation in which tliey are said to be witnessed or 
apprehended. In other words, things when consciousness is had of 
them become themselves contents of consciotisness (35). 

However, the neo-realist is also a Platonic realist, according full 
ontological status to the things of thouj^it as well as to the things 
of sense, to logical entities as well as to physical entities, or to 
subsistents as well as to existents (35). 

The general theme laid down in this broad statement of principles 
finds specific elaboration in the individual essays which comprise 
the remainder of the book. Thus, in the least controversial of these 
essays, W. T. Marvin discusses “the Emancipation of Metaphysics 
from Epistemology” (45-95). The whole essay is devoted to a proof 
or reasoned support of the following propositions: (a) that the 
theory of knowledge is not logically fundamental to metaph}rsics ; 
(b) that the theory of knowledge does not enable us to show, 
except inductively and empirically, either what knowledge is possible 
or how it is possible, or again, what are the limits of human knowl- 
edge; (c) that no light is thrown by the theory of knowledge upon 
the nature of the existent world or upon the fundamental postulates 
and generalizations of science; (d) tliat epistemology does not give 
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us a theory of reality; and (e) that it neither solves tnetaphyaical 
problems nor is the cliief source of such problems. In short, the 
tliesis which Marvin defends here at great length is that metaphysics 
is logically prior to the theory of knowledge, and that it is not 
indebted to epistemology either for its problems or for their solutions 
(49-50 ; 74). 

In the second essay Ralph Barton Ferry discusses at length the 
neo-realistic “Theory of Independence” (99-151) — a thesis which 
is of crucial importance to the realistic position (99). 

Traditional realism, so Perry points out, has been both confused 
and compromised by an alliance with “substantialism" (103). Only 
a clarification of the meaning of “independence” will eliminate this 
confusion. 

Now a realist, Perry contends, might fairly take the position 
tliat he means by independence the negative of what his opponents 
mean by dependence (105). The primary and general meaning 
of independence is thus simply “non-dependence” (106). But 
this is not a very satisfactory definition; for it laclcs positive conno- 
tation. 

Perry approaches his problem via the conception of relation, for 
all exact and analytical thinking, he is sure, depends upon this con- 
ception, and the empirical testimony in its favor is so overwhelm- 
ing as to justify its acceptance without further ado (107). Relations, 
however, fall into various groups, and among them are various types 
of dependence: whole-part, part-whole; thing-attribute, attribute- 
thing; causation, reciprocity; implying, being implied (106-113). 
If we omit from this list of relations of dependence all those whi(^ 
involve needless repetition, we are left with five specific forms of 
dependence : relation, whole-part, exclusive causation, implying, and 
being exclusively implied (118-122). Perry does not claim that 
these forms of dependence are logically ultimate or coordinate, but 
only that th^ are intelligible and, so far as his main problem is 
concerned, complete (113). And in view of this fact he now asserts 
that “independence” in neo-realistic sense is, not non-relation 
(113-115), not logical priority (115'117)> but the total absence of 
dependence in the senses enumerated above (117). Independence, 
therefore, as the neo-realist views it, is not itself a relation, but the 
absence of a certain type of relation (117).. It does not define any- 
tiling; and least of all does it define reality (117). 

Realism, according to Ferry, does not deny that when a enters 
into a relation, such as knowledge, of which, it is independent, a 
now acquires that relation and is accordingly different by so much; 
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but denies only that this added relation is necessary to a as already 
constituted. Thus when a is known, it is a itseli, as constituted 
without knowledge, that is independent of that circumstance. The 
complex known-a is of course dependent on knowledge as one of its 
parts (118-122). 

A more elaborate analysis of the knowledge-relation leads Perry 
to the following results with respect to independence: (a) When 
an entity is known or otherwise experienced, it is related to a com- 
plex (126). (bj Simple entities are not dependent on consciousness, 
for, being simple, they are "entities at large" and depend on no 
relation (126-129), (c) Complexes are independent of knowledge 
as respects their simple constituents (129). (d) The propositions 
of logic and mathematics are independent of consciousness (129). 
(e) Physical complexes are independent of consciousness (130). 
However, objects of types (d) and (e), despite their independence, 
may be or may become objects of consciousness (132). This is so 
because dependence has not been identified with bare relation. The 
assertion of independence, therefore, does not involve the assertion 
of nonrelation. Hence if knowledge is defined merely as a relation, 
it is "impossible to argue that a tiling’s independence forbids its 
being known.” (132). 

Perry does not maintain, however, that all objects are independent 
of consciousness. On the contrary, he specifically states that values 
(140), works of art (141), and all "higher complexes" — such as 
history, society, life, and reflective thought (142)— are dependent 
on consciousness; 

And what is the status of consciousness itself? Perry holds (a) 
that the subject of consciousness is independent of being known 
(for a subject may be the condition of the content-status assumed 
by its content withoitt itself assuming such a status) (144) ; (b) 
that one consciousness may be independent of another (145); (c) 
that mental consent is Independent of introspection (147) i (d) that 
value is independent of judgments about value (148) ; and (e) that 
perception and simple apprehension are independent of reflective 
thought (149). 

18. The Problem of Truth and Error 

The neo-realists realized, of course, tliat the occurrence of error 
was the principal reason for the abandonment by philosophers of 
tlie standpoint of natural or naive realism, and that ^e probl em of 
error provided a tombstone for their own system. If the new inter- 
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pretation should fail to give an adequate account of error, it would 
itself be untenable as a philosophical position. 

In connection with the problem of error, the JaefirreaJists faced 
two opponents, the dualistic realists and the idealists, and tliey 
to defend their position agabst both. 

Epistemological dualism, Montague argued, becomes unsatis- 
factory as soon as it is realized that we can ascribe to the external 
objects inferred as the causSs of our percepts no locus or nature 
other than that of the percepts tliemselves. Upon analysis, the “copy 
theory” of knowledge — ^which is the crux of dualistic realism — gives 
way to e pistemological idealism or s ubjectivis m, according to which 
the world in which we live is conceived as a product, fashioned by 
consciousness from the raw materials of its own states (251). 

Against this subjectivistic thesis Montague maintains that the 
true and the f alse are res pe cti vely th^ real and jth§ juptfial, considered 
a7o b]ect s~of a possible belief or jud^e nt (252). Any one of the 
actuafand possible objects of thou^t Montague calls a “s ubsiste nt” ; 
and it is this doctrine of subsistents which constitutes the crux of the 
neo-realist position (253), 

The development of the doctrine in question presupposes a new 
interpretation or understanding of consciousness, The key to diis 
understanding, so Montague points out, is the “epistemological tri- 
angle” (262). The real universe consists of the space-time system of 
existents, together with all that is presupposed by that system (255). 
“The physical objects send forth waves of energy in various direc- 
tions and of various kinds, but all in some measure characteristic of 
the objects from which they proceed. These energies impinge upon 
the organism, and the sensory end-organs and the nerve fibers then 
transmit to the brain the kinds of energy to whidi they are severally 
adjusted or attuned. The final effect is the resultant of these sensory 
energies modified by tlie reaction of the brain” (286). The complex 
cerebral state thus engendered is itself physical and objective. It is 
a natural event, with its own qualities and its own position in the 
space-time order (286). 

This cerebral state, “whether initiated from within the organism, 
as in spontaneous thought and in hallucination, or whether initiated 
from without as in perception, will be conscious of such objects as it 
implies or of which it is the potentiality” (286). To the question, 
what the objects are of which the cerebral state is conscious, Mon- 
tague replies that they “consist of the events which would most 
simply have caused the cerebral state and of the events whicli the 
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latter would produce as effects if it acted alone and uninterfered 
with" (2B6-287). Wlien tlie implied possible cause actually exists, 
then there will be consciousness of a reality which constitutes true 
knowledge or trutir. When, on the other hand, the cerebral implicate 
whidi seems to be the simplest or most natural of the possible 
causes happens not to be the actual cause, or happens not to 
exist, then we have an apprehension of what is unreal; and sudi 
apprehension is false knowledge or error (287). 

Stated differently, the genesis of the consciousness of real and 
unreal objects involves three elements: (a) The actually existing 
external object, Oe; (b) the cerebral state, Oc‘, and (c) the object 
perceived or apprehended. Op. In the simplest case possible, 0» is 
the cause of Of, and Op is the implicate of Oe. Oe, Oe, and Op are the 
three corners of the epistemological triangle (288). 

Now, the object Op, revealed or implied in the brain-state Oe, 
may be “exactly identical in position and quality with the actually 
existing external object, Oe,” or it may not be identical with it. If 
the identity prevails, the object is apprehended as it actually is. If the 
identity does not prevail, the object is not so apprehended (289). In 
the latter case error is encountered. 

There are, however, two kinds of error. Both result from a distor- 
tion of the real object in producing its effect on the brain. Their 
difference stems from a difference in the nature of the distortion; for 
the distortion may be (oj physical or peripherally physiological — 
in which case the result is a sensory illusion \ot (b) it may be central, 
i.e., it may be due to the “cerebral apperception mass" — ^in which 
case the result is an error of inference. Both kinds of error may 
occur together (291). 

Where is consciousness in all this interpretation ? Consciousness, 
according to Montague, is "the potential or implicative presence of 
a thing at a space or time in whicli that ' thing is not actually 
present" (281). Consciousness is thus not an entity sui generis, not 
an actually existing thing, but is intimately of the nature of the 
things. Yet, at each indivisible instant of its existence, consciousness 
nevertheless possesses in greater or less degree "a retrospective past, 
a prospect of the future, and a perspective view of external presence" 
(282). 

Tliis view of consciousness Montague calls “hylopsychism" for, 
according to this view, all matter is instinct with something of the 
cognitive function. "Every objective event has tliat self-transcend- 
ing implication of other events which when it occurs on the scale that 
it does in our brain processes we call consciousness" (283). 
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19. Illusory Experience in a Realistic World 

E. B. Holt provides an interpretation of error and illusion which, 
while preserving the general framework of the neo-realist position, 
differs in important respects from the interpretation given by 
Montague. 

Erroneous experiences. Holt points out, "have been assumed to 
come under four heads, according as the error is one of space, of 
time, of ('secondary’) quality, or of judgment (thought)" (303). 

Errors of space occur when an object is seen as nearer or farther, 
as larger or smaller, than it really is, or when it is seen inverted in 
position or distorted in shape. Errors in space occur also when a 
person "sees what is not there, or when he sees an illusory object" 
(303-304). 

Errors of time are encountered when an object is seen at a 
moment of time later than that of its actual presence, when a thing 
is seen after it has ceased to be real. Just as in the case of errors of 
space, it is not the distorted image as sudt, but the distorted image 
which asserts itself to be the real object, that constitutes the crux of 
the matter ; so in the case of errors of time, it is not the delayed image 
as sucli, but the delayed image which asserts itself to be the real 
object, that is crucial for the realist (308). 

Errors in secondary qualities arise when the so-called "secondary” 
qualities are separated from the object itself and are assumed to exist 
only in mind (308) — a thesis which idealists have argued against 
all realism. A lengthy 'analysis leads Holt to the conclusion diat 
"what we call sensory qualities are in truth form-qualities, simple 
psychic-entities in temporal organization (rate of sequence)." We 
view them as qualities instead of form-qualities "because for all but 
the most absurdly slow rates of succession the time-sense is inade- 
quate to its task" (346). Instead of perceiving a rapid succession of 
electromagnetic impulses, our "slow" eyes collect the sequence into a 
color sensation; and instead of perceiving a succession of air waves, 
our "slow" ears contract this sequence into a sensation of sound 
(347). All of tlie secondary qualities are "fcm-quaHtles in which 
the temporal subdivisions are so small that the time-sense cannot 
discriminate them" (348). 

If this be granted, th^ Holt feels, the realist can readily account 
for the color, sound, or other sensory quality vividly present in 
dreams, and hallucinatory experiences (352), for "the nervous sys- 
tem, even when not stimulated from without, is able to generate 
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■witliin itself nerve-currents' of those frequencies whose density factor 
is the same as in ordinary peripheral stimulation” (352). 

If it now be argued that the real objects are “out there" in a real 
external world, whereas hallucinatory experience and everything else 
that belongs to consciousness is “in the skull," Holt insists that “con- 
sciousness, whenever localized at all in space, is not in the skull but 
is 'out there’ precisely wherever it appears to be” (353). And this 
conception of consciousness Holt regards as “one of the cardinal 
principles of realism” (353), There is a direct connection between 
the contents of consciousness and changes of the nervous system. 
More specifically, “any class that is formed from the members of 
a given manifold by some selective principle which is independ- 
ent of the principles which have organized the manifold may be 
called a cross-section. And such a thing is consciousness or mind, — 
a cross-section of the universe, selected by the nervous system” 
(3S3-3S4). 

“The elements or parts of the universe selected, and thus included 
in the class mind, are all elements or parts to which the nervous 
system makes a specific-response^" (354). The nervous system re- 
sponds specifically to a spatial object “if it brings die body to touch 
that object, to point toward it, to copy it, and so forth”; and it re- 
sponds to “a secondary quality which is 'on' a particular object” 
by a similar response to this special color and no other. If tlie nerv- 
ous system can pick up and transmit the vibrations sent through the 
intervening s^ce by a color, it caii specifically respond to them, “This 
puts the colors or qualities into the nervous system neitiier less nor 
more than the part of ether or air vibrations of the same period or 
density existing all tlirough the intervening space puts these quali- 
ties into that intervening space” (354). “The entity responded to 
is the color out there” ; “but tfiat color out there is the thing in con- 
sciousness selected for such inclusion by the nervous system's spe- 
cific response.” “Consciousness is, then, out there wherever the 
things specifically responded to are” (354). 

In cases of hallucination, the oilors, shapes, and positions re- 
sponded to are not in' “real space,” but "they are in a space which is 
in all respects comparable to mirror space, and which is just as 
objective" (3S4); 

Errors of thought Holt identifies with "contradicted opinions, 
fallacies, disappointed expectations,” and the like (356). Such errors 
cannot be explained away. They “subisist,'' and must be accounted 
for as “subsistents” (356). How can this be accomplished in terms 
of neo-realism? 
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To begin witli, Holt points out, we must realize that no content 
of experience “asserts, for or about itself, truth, reality, objectivity, 
or anything else; such content simply is, and anything asserted for or 
about it is another content and one of a propositional nature : this is a 
thought or opinion and it may or may not be a true one” (357). 

Next, it is important to distinguish between reality and being or 
subsistence. The realist, according to Holt, does not insist that 
everything is real, but that everything which is, “is and is as it is” 
(359), “The universe is not all real; but the universe all is” (360). 
The terra 'being' is thus by no means synonymous with 'being real’ 
But neither is it synonymous with ‘being true’ or with 'being per- 
ceived’ or 'being thought’ (360). 'To be’ means ‘to subsist’ 

Now the important point in Holt’s interpretation of error is the 
contention that “all errors are cases of contradiction or contrariety” 
(361). In actual experience, propositions may subsist together in a 
set although they are mutually contradictory (362). “The mind can 
and does entertain the most contradictory propositions about terms, 
precisely as physical laws, which have obviously the nature of propo- 
sitions, are habitually in a state of contradiction” (363), That is to 
say, “conscious images, like physical objects, are terms in relation, 
and as the round square, or A-not-A is not found among physical 
systems of terms, so it is (and for precisely the same reason) not 
found among mental systems of terms. What is in the one case called 
physically impossible ('unreal’) is in the other case found to be 
mentally impossible, i.e., unthinkable” (363). But the mind can 
formulate propositions which contradict one another, “A thought, 
then, which negates another thought is neither more nor less signifi- 
cant than a physical law whicli negates another law. The problem 
of error, as that of ‘reality,’ is in no way involved in the problem of 
knowledge” (365-366). 

The case of hallucinations is “paralleled by sudi cases as that of 
mirrored space, wherein sundry mirrored objects occupy the same 
spatial positions as are occupied by the ‘real’ objects situated behind 
the mirror” (370). 

The over-all picture, therefore, which Holt gives us, is of “a 
general universe of being in which all things physical, mental, and 
logical, propositions and terms, existent and non-existent, false and 
true, good and evil, real and unreal subsist” (372). The entities of 
this universe have no substance. They are related by external rela- 
tions. They occupy more than the three dimensions of space and the 
one of time, although it is not known how many more. “The line 
that separates the existent and the non-existent, or tlie false and the 
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true, or good and evil, or the real from the unreal, seldom coincides, 
and never significantly coincides with the line that distinguishes 
mental and non-mental, subject and object, knower and known” 
(373). 

A mind, or consciousness, according to this view, is ”a class or 
group of entities within the subsisting universe, as a physical object 
is another class or group.” More specihcally, consciousness is diat 
group of (neutral) entities to which a nervous system, both at one 
moment and in the course of its life history, responds with a specific 
response (373), 

As Pitkin explicitly admits, “the crucial problem for the new 
realism ... is the problem of error [in all forms]” (458). But 
error, as neo-realists see it, “is not a product of the nervous system.” 
The nervous system is rather “a contrivance to deal with a physical 
state of affairs of which error is only a very intricate instance” (467) . 

20. Final Criticism 

The first critical response to the neo-realists’ symposium came 
from Morris R. Cohen," who regards the problem of the reality of 
universals, “the things of thought,” as the central question which 
this volume raises, and who furthermore points out the close alliance 
(at least in motive) between neo-realism and “radical empiricism.” 
The neo-realist movement, as Cohen sees it, is a reaction against 
the whole enterprise of Locke, Kant, and their followers, to get a 
fundamental science, and not merely against their idealism. Speaking 
of the neo-realists’ conception of independence, Cohen states : “The 
test is laid down that ‘in so far as any given object is deducible 
otherwise than from consciousness, it is independent of conscious- 
ness' ; and from this point it is argued that if the mean velocity of 
Jupiter can be deduced from the gravitational system without refer- 
ence to cognition, it must be considered independent of the latter.” 
It may be added, however, that the whole “problem” of deduction 
still arises only within experience and because of experience, and is 
therefore not without relation to consciousness. 

Lovejoy, taking up the problem of “secondary qualities,” next 
gives an affirmative answer to Cohen’s question, “Is there a science 
whidi actually treats secondary qualities as subjective?” Says Love- 
joy;** “Neither physicists nor physiologists are wont to think of the 
specific sensible quale which we call a sweet taste as a property in- 

40Colieii| M. R., **The New Realbm,V Journal of Philosophy j X 197-214, 
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hering in a lump of sugar irrespective of its relation to a sentient 
organism. The sugar is commonly represented by them as having 
some qualities which are independent of tliat relation; but literal 
sweetness an-uud-fiter-stch is not, apparently, a conception which 
tliese sciences iind it convenient to use.” Or, to use another example, 
when a physicist writes that the distinction between radiant heat 
and light is nonexistent, he manifestly does not mean, according to 
Lovejoy, that the distinction between heat-sensations and color- 
sensations is nonexistent; "he is speaking of an objective heat and 
light which, being identical, are by a plain implication represented 
as other than the two sensations, which are not identical.” Or, look- 
ing at it from a somewhat different angle, “a sensation is what it is 
at the moment experienced as; and a sensation of red color is Mt 
experienced either as an ether-undulation or as a (mere) cliange of 
relative positions or of energy-relatipns of particles within the retina. 
Accordingly, the qualitative difference between a sensation of red 
and one of green is not described or designated, not to say 'explained,’ 
by mentioning quantitative differences between two ether-undula- 
tions or between two types of motion or of energy-distribution in the 
retina.” 

Looking at the problem of secondary qualities from a still differ- 
ent point of view, Lovejoy maintains, in opposition to the neo-realists, 
that "tlie discrepancies between the perceptions of different percipi- 
ents, in the presence of the same object, amount to contradictions 
just so long as the several perceptions are taken as equivalent to 
qualities inhering in the object.” It is for this very reason tliat they are 
regarded by science as due to the diverse relations between the object 
and the various percipients. The question is this ; "There are items 
in perceptual experience which cannot be called relations. But also 
they cannot be called qualities inhering in the perceived object inde- 
pendently of its relations to percipients; for to call them all so would 
be to describe the object in contradictory terms.” What, then, is 
dieir nature? Science, according to Lovejoy, regards these items as 
caused by, as functions of, the diverse percipient organisms, yet not 
as existentially identical with those relations ; and it calls their man- 
ner of existence "subjective.” 

The neo-realists’ interpretation of "external relations” also comes 
in for criticism. Tawney, for example, points out that the expression 
"externality of relations” is ambiguous because, in it "two groups of 
relations, usually regarded as different, are here apparently' treated 
as though' they were alike, namely, the relations, of the content of 
knowledge to the knower, and tiie relation of one relatum to anotiier 
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within the content.”"^ So far as the former is concerned, Tawney 
argues, the phrase "externality of relations” means that the content 
or object does not depend on the knower, the mind, for its character ; 
the latter is what it is whether known or not. But the relation of 
one relatum to another within the content is a different matter, and 
the question arises, can the two relationships be lumped together 
and treated as if they were alike? It is Tawney's contention that 
actually two sorts of relations are recognized by realism, that of 
knowledge to the object, and that of the elements of the object to 
each other; and the term "externality of rdations” does nothing 
toward reducing these two sorts of r^tionship to common terms. 

In the doctrine of the externality of relations, the realists seem to 
assert an existential dualism of objects and their relations. It will 
be admitted, of course, that relations and relata are logically distin- 
guishable. But it must also be admitted, according to Tawney, that 
"relations between objects tend to become attributes of the objects,” 
"Thus, you are an American, but the meaning of the predicate lies 
largely in the relations which you sustain to the people and the soil 
of this country. Weight is an attribute of certain masses of matter, 
but an attribute which is identical, under certain conditions, with 
the relation defined by the law of gravitation. The properties of water 
are definable for the most part as relations between water and other 
things.” In view of such facts, Tawney asks, "Is it not dear that 
externality in general and at large is as much an a priori fiction as is 
internality in general and at large?” 

The realistic doctrine of "independence” was examined by Husik.** 
Stated in its simplest terms, Husik explained, the theory of inde- 
pendence is the view that a real object does not owe its existence 
or its qualities to the fact of its being cognized, but tliat the real 
object, nevertheless, is such as may be known. "As far as the object 
and its reality is concerned, my perceiving it or your perceiving it 
is not merely an unimportant acddent, it is even less dian that, It 
does not affect the nature of the object in the least. The object passes 
in and out of consciousness unscathed.” Consciousness, according 
to this doctrine, whether it is interpreted as an activity, a receptacle, 
or a rdation, is "purely external to the object, and in no sense con- 
stitutive of any element therein.” 

Husik attacked Perry’s "proof” of the independence of objects by 
pointing out diat Perry has overlooked the posslbilily that the con- 

«lT«wi>ey, C> A., "Methodologleal PhUotophioa Review, XXII (1913). 
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sciousness-object relation cannot be dealt with by a definition of 
independence, which means merely "independence as between ah’- 
jects." But only such a definition Perry has given when he says that 
independence signifies “the total absence of the dependence in tlie 
senses enumerated above” — ^to wit: (a) relation, (b) whole-part, 
(c) part-whole, (d) thing-attribute, (e) attribute-thing, (f) causa- 
tion, (g) reciprocity, (h) implying, (i) being implied. 

^Varner Fite also discussed the problem of independence,'^* Re- 
ferring to Perry’s definition of independence as “absence of relation,” 
he argued that we must distinguish between the absence of depend- 
ence and the opposite of dependence; for “absence of dependence 
may stand only for irrelevance and may mean that the relation of 
^ to B is a relation neither of dependence nor its opposite.” 

The problem of error, as has been pointed out repeatedly, was the 
most crucial issue faced by the neo-realists, Lovejoy now singled 
out tliis problem for a renewed attack.®* In Lovejoy’s words, the 
new realists are “committed to two characteristic doctrines, realism 
as such, and epistemological monism : the theory that the object of 
perception (or other cognition) is absolutely 'independent* of con- 
sciousness, and the theory that the real object is, with no duplication 
or modification, immediately present In consciousness, that the thing- 
in-itself and the actual percept are ‘numerically identical.’ ” Tliese 
two doctrines, Lovejoy finds, have a common root, namely, the 
theory that consciousness “is never anything but an external, non- 
functional and non-constitutive relation between a set of objects, or 
between other objects and a physical organism,” 

It follows from such a doctrine, Lovejoy maintains, that not even 
the content of an “erroneous” presentation can exist merely sub- 
jectively. It must be as independent and as objective as anything 
else — which means, among other things, that it must find a place in 
real space. And if this is so, then it may well happen (as in hallu- 
cination) that “one space is actually occupied by two or more bodies 
at once.” Even in the case of normal perception, if a perception 
(just as it is given) is always Identical with a real and independent 
object, “then the body in question must have all at once, as its actual 
inherent non-relative properties, all the qualities which it presents in 
the consciousness of its several observers, however contradictory of 
one another those qualities may be,” The neo-realist’s explanation 

> 08 Bite, W.) "The Theory at Independence Once More," /eunial of Philosophy, X 
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that subjective content of experience has definite objective causes, 
Lovejoy regards as inadequate; “for an effect, after all, is not nu- 
merically identical vrith its cause.” 

If the immanence in consciousness of the actual object is to be 
maintained, then, as Lovejoy sees it, the neo-realist must contend 
either that all sensory qualia, as such, exist objectively in the things 
to which they seem to belong, or that even these apparently purely 
qualitative data in consciousness are really modes of quantity and 
differ only quantitatively. Holt, it may be remembered, had taken 
the latter alternative. But his interpretation, Lovejoy maintains, 
"hardly explains how it is that we experience these diversities of 
quality as something quite other than differences in time-density of 
stimuli.” 

But be this as it may, Lovejoy finds that a closer analysis of their 
doctrine reveals a basic disagreement among the neo-realists with 
respect to the problem of error. The views of Montague and Holt, 
for example, cannot be brought into harmony. For Montague, "illu- 
sions, hallucinations, and false judgments are real errors” ; he has no 
sympathy with the view . . . that “two contradictory sets of qualities 
can occupy the same place at the same time.” 

In order to account for error, Montague invokes the aid of "sub- 
sistence.” A subsistent, he says, is an actual or possible object of 
thought, be it ideal or real. But, asks Lovejoy, does this reference 
to subsistence really solve the problem? And he replies: 'Tn hallu- 
cination and the like, the reference [to an object] is wrongly made; 
the brain-state reads amiss its own causal implicate. Especially is 
Uiis likely to occur when a given type of brain event, which is usually 
due to a certain cause, happens to be generated by another kind of a 
cause: the effect is thus naturally but erroneously ascribed to the 
more usual antecedent.” By Montague’s own admission, therefore, 
consciousness retains, in relation to false presentations, a highly con- 
stitutive role; "for by directing its sdective attention upon one of 
these airy nothings, it gives it for a moment a new status, and con- 
verts it from a possibility into a genuine existence” — at least into 
an existence "in time and in a context of actual experience and [page 
the epiphenomenalists] in the nexus of psychic causation.” And this, 
Lovejoy insists, is no trivial change. 

Now, if, in the case of error, consciousness can confer existence 
upon the merely subsistent, then it can do more fiian a bare external 
rdation should be supposed to do. It is apparent, therefore, Lovejoy 
nmintains, that when dealing with the problem of error Montague 
has fallen bade upon the ordinary notion of consciousness. 
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The problem of error, as the crucial problem of neo-realism, was 
also taken up by Sheldon. Montague had defined consciousness as 
the condition by which objects at a distance from one another in 
space or time or both may be in some sense “present to” or “in” or 
“together with” one another. So conceived, consciousness is more 
than material existence. It is the potential or implicative presence of 
a thing in a space or time in which that thing is not actually present. 
Tills definition of consciousness Sheldon now examines critically, 
pointing out that Montague’s interpretation fails to explain memory, 
expectation, and distant perceptions in so far as these are present 
actual states. 

Concerning the more specific problem of error, Sheldon quotes 
Montague as saying that when the cerebral implicate happens not to 
have been the actual cause, or happens not to exist, then we have 
an apprehension of what is unreal, false knowledge, or error. Such 
a view, Sheldon maintains, explains the possibility of error but it 
misses the real difficulty — ^whi<i lies in the actuality rather than in 
the possibility of error. I.et us suppose, Sheldon argues, that I am, 
by hypothesis or otherwise, deluded into believing that tiiere is an 
elephant on my desk. “This is erroneous only because it confrodt'cfs 
the objective fact that there is no elephant there.” I am in error not 
because what is in my mind is other than, or distinct from, what is 
outside it, but because wliat is in my mind and what is outside it 
contradict eadi other. It is because of this fact that a dualistic inter- 
pretation of the knowledge-relation can account for the actual occur' 
rence of error, whereas a monistic interpretation cannot. “The fission 
of the world into two parts, subjective and objective, simply gives us 
a world in which the two parts contradict each other; whereas if all 
is objective, or all subjective, we have a world which, in errors, con- 
tradicts itself.” 

After all these discussions Perry undertook to answer the critics 
of neo-reaIism.‘" Replying in particular to Pratt’s earlier criticism, 
Perry said; “1 do not pretend to escape the embarrassment of the 
^o-centric predicament. These embarrassments are peculiar to the 
problem. I propose to avoid arguing from these embarrassments. 
It is not given to me any more than to any offier man to mention a 
thing without thereby endowing that thing with the character men- 
tioned. But I contend that this jn no way argues that the thing’s 
being, so mentioned is necessary to its nature or being. And I pro- 
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pose to test the latter question by discovering what ‘mentioning’ 
means, so diat 1 may know how mudi of the thing to attribute to 
the fact, or how far 1 may neglect that fact despite its presence. 
I conclude from the nature of the mentioning operation that it does 
not, for example, determine the mass of the sun; so that, though I 
mention the mass of the sun, mass of the sun is nevertheless inde- 
pendent of being mentioned. Having established this fact, 1 might, 
were my experience inclusive enough, proceed to mention everything 
without in the least adding the necessity of the mentioning process 
to the tilings mentioned. It would be possible for my mind to expand 
to omniscience and then be removed altogether without affecting the 
things known. In a certain sense, I am willing to concede, everything 
has been mentioned already, in so far as one has said ‘everything.’ 
The Important question is to determine whether everything is to be 
explained by its being mentioned, whether one is to look for the 
ground or the principle of things in tlie nature of the mentioning 
mind.” 

This contention called forth one more examination of the neo- 
realists’ thesis of the externality of relations. £. H. Hollands raised 
the question. What is meant by "externality of relations ?” and, turning 
to the cooperative writings of the neo-realists for an answer, he found 
this to be the case In the "Platform of Six Realists" the principle 
of externality is affirmed by all but one of the six, but it is fully 
defined only by Marvin and Spaulding. Moreover, the "principle" 
on which five of the six neo-realists agree is really the possibility of 
one entity entering unchanged into more than one relational context. 
“Besides this, there is certainly a difference of emphasis, if nothing 
more, between the formulation of (1) Mr. Marvin and (2) that of 
Mr. Spaulding." Since Marvin and Spaulding both appeal to Ber- 
trand Russell when the problem of the externality of relations is 
under discussion.,- Hollands believes that Russell’s statement of the 
doctrine may be taken as canonical. Now, according to Russell, 
the doctrine in question consists of two propositions : ( a) Relatedness 
does not imply a corresponding complexity in the relata; and (b) any 
given entity is a constituent of many ditierent complexes. 

In their effort to exploit this do^rine, the neo-realists, according 
to Hollands, make two assumptions: (1) "There are absolutely sim- 
ple terms." (2) "The only alternative to ultimate simplicity is infinite 
complexity." But it is Hollands's contention that “in the case of 
concrete existing entities, the first presupposition must be denied" ; 

•T Hollands, E. "The Exteraaliiy of RdaUons," Jeunial of PMIotophy, XI 
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for there is none of these entities, perceived or conceived, which does 
not contain distingttishable aspects or internal difference. Each and 
every one of them is a unity in difference. “As to subsistents, they 
are either defined or indefinable; if defined, they are obviously not 
simple; if indefinables, th^ are constituted by their relations as 
stated in the fundamental axioms of the sciences in which they 
appear.” 

The second assumption made by neo-realists is, according to Hol- 
lands, “another instance of neglect of the systematic background.” 
Relations, Hollands maintains, do not require to be entirely grounded 
in their terms; “sometimes the complexity involved is almost wholly 
in the system in which the terms occur.” Music is a striking exam- 
ple of this. “There are seven notes in the scale; make them fourteen; 
yet what a slender outfit for so vast an enterprise I” 

As the positive result of his criticism, Hollands finds that the first 
principle in Russell’s statement of the doctrine of externality of rela- 
tions must be denied, whereas the second principle is valid — ^at least 
in many cases. Hence “while every related term has a complexity 
in it which corresponds to, and in part accounts for, its relation, it is 
formally possible that the same term may be a member of an inddinite 
number of complexes.” 

From this time on the discussions carried on in the various jour- 
nals of philosophy gradually change from a predominantly critical 
attitude toward neo-realism to a predominantly constructive develop- 
ment of “critical” realism. American realism had entered its second 
phase. 

Before we discuss this new development, however, we must con- 
sider briefly the further contributions of neo-realists to the general 
development of philosophical ideas in America. We turn first to the 
work of Spaulding, for here we find a last attempt to put neo-realism 
on a sound epistemological basis. 

21. Spaulding’s New Rationalism 

In his book, The New Rationalism,'^ Edward G. Spaulding set 
himself a twofold task; (1) to ascertain “what tliose postulates are 
from which each philosophical system is logically derivable,” and 
(2) to find out whether, or not there is “one body of principles that 
is common to all systems and logically presupposed by them” (vi). 

VB H«fity Holt & Go.f IttCn New York» 1918* ' All quotation by petmiaaioti oi Henry 
Holt $ Compatiyp Ino. . ^ 



NEO-REALISM 


Ch. 17] 


4*5 


It is Spaulding’s contention that eacli of the great systems of 
philosophy can be regarded as a set of solutions of philosophical 
problems; that eacli set is obtained by the use of certain methods 
and is derived from presuppositions which are in most cases assumed 
rather than proved ; that these metliods and presuppositions can be 
stated in a purely logical manner (after the model of geometry) ; 
and that they can then be subjected to examination and criticism 
by a method analogous to strictly scientihc procedure (xv). It is 
Spaulding’s belief that the new and non-Aristotelian logic provides 
the indispensable tool for his undertaking, for this new logic shows 
“that the relationship between kttowmg and that which is known . . . 
is but another instance of entities that are related yet independent, 
which means . . , that knowing does not create or even affect that 
which is known’' (xvi). 

In carrying through his project as dius outlined, Spaulding Ands 
not only that not all systems of traditional philosophy are self- 
consistent, but that some of them, and perhaps aU of them, presuppose 
one system. And it is Spaulding’s conviction that this one basic and 
self-consistent system is “philosophical Realism” ( 9 ). 

The opposed systems, Spaulding maintains, can be reduced to 
two; and “even these two can be shown to arise from a common 
source and tradition” ( 9 ). “These two systems are a causation- 
philosophy, represented by Phenomenalism, and a ’substance’ and 
monistic philosophy, which usually takes the form of Objective Ideal- 
ism” ( 9 ) . The common source for both is the Aristotelian tradition 
with its logic of classes and its dominant concepts of cause and 
substance. Subjectivism, Positivism, Naturalism, Pragmatism, Vol- 
untarism, Panlogism and others are, according to Spaulding, only 
specific modifications of the two fundamental systems (10). 

The Realism which Spaulding presents and develops is, in inten- 
tion at least, based on logical and metaphysical considerations directly 
opposed to the logic and metaphysic of the Aristotelian tradition 
( 10 ). The logic employed is the “logic of series,” the "science of 
order.” And the metaphysics embraced is "one that denies the uni- 
versality of causation and of substance, and that emphasizes rela- 
tions” ( 10 ). On this basis, . Spaulding maintains, it is found that 
“the knowing situation is . of such a character that the knowing 
process neither causally aifectSi modifies, or creates that which is 
known, nor demands an underlying entity to mediate the relationriiip 
between knowing and its object” (11). 

As neo-realist, Spaulding insists, upon the “factuality and know- 
ableness of entities ^at are neither physical nor mental” (11) ; and. 
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following neo-realistic practice, he refers to all such entities as “sub- 
sistents.” Included among the subsistents are not only “universals” 
but also "ideals” (such as justice) and such other "entities” as num- 
bers, ideal systems of mechanics, etc. All sucli “entities,” Spaulding 
maintains, are luiowable and yet independent of being known (11). 

The physical thing, as a complex of qualities which inhere in a 
substance-like substratum, was, according to Spaulding, the model 
after which the Greek philosophers patterned their thinking and 
formulated the "laws of thought” (31). The logic thus derived was 
dominated by the "thing-concept” — ^by concepts of "substance” and 
of "cause.” And since European philosophy in general was devel- 
oped from that of the Greeks, it is not astonishing that throughout 
its entire history this philosophy has been for the most part "thing- 
ized,” and that its one great postulate, from which deductions as to 
problems, methods, and solutions have been made, is tliat entities are 
"things” which ( I ) consist of a substance-like sttbstratum in whicli 
qualities inhere, and (2) are related causally, additively, and by simi- 
larity and difference — ^the doctrine of "internal relations” (35). 

One formulation of the theory of internal relations is that terms, 
by virtue of being related causally, affect one another and are com- 
plex (37). This version may be called the "modification theory." 

The other formulation of the doctrine is tliat “the relatedness of 
two terms demands another, third entity, of a different order of 
reality, to mediate the relationship, i.e., to make the relation ‘really* 
relate.” This second version may be called the "transcendent reality 
theory” (38). 

In direct opposition to both versions of the doctrine of internal 
relations, tlie theory of external relations simply asserts : xRy. This 
statement, according to Spaulding, is intended to express (a) "the 
fact of the mere relatedness of the terms by virtue of their relation” ; 

(b) "the absence of any causal action of either term on the other"; 

(c) "the absence of any complexity as produced by causal action”; 

(d) "the possible absolute numerical simplicity of either term”; 

' ( e) "the absence of any entity to mediate the relationship, or to relate 
the relation to the terms” ; and (f) "the independence of the terms 

. side by side with the fact of their relatedness” (38) . As other sys- 
tems result logically from postulating one or the other aspect of the 
theory of internal relations for certain situations, so, Spaulding main- 
tains, realism' is, in general, consistent with the dieory of external 
relations, particularly as applied to the knowing situation (41). 

An examination of traditional systems of philosophy leads Spauld- 
ing to the following results : 
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1. Phenomenology. — The presuppositions or postulates from 
which this doctrine is derived are (a) the modification theory of 
relations — ^the theory, namely, that related terms as related modify 
or influence one another; (b) tlie contention tlrat the known object 
and die knowing are an instance of related terms; and (c) the *‘ego- 
centric situation" or the assumption that knowing is always present 
to the only world we know, and that it cannot be eliminated in any 
way ( 220 ). 

2 , Subjective Idealism. — ^Here tiie central problem is once more 
the problem of knowing. The solution of this problem concerns 
chiefly the nature of known objects. “All objects prove ultimately 
to be psydiical” (233). Moreover, for subjective idealism, accord- 
ing to Spaulding, knowing creates its object completely, whereas 
for phenomenalism there is an object or "thing-in-itself” whicli is 
only modified in being known (237). 

3. Positivism. — ^Discovering tlie inconsistency between the basic 
postulates of subjectivism — (a) that there are spirits, and (b) that 
only that which is perceived is real — ^positivism, according to Spauld- 
ing, gives up the first of these assumptions and maintains that there 
are only impressions (sensations) and ideas. “Only sensations and 
ideas and the mere proximities, sequences, similarities, and differ- 
ences among these, are given as facts." All else is only inferred and 
is perhaps not fact at all but human invention (243). 

According to Spaulding, however, pomtivism is sdf-contradictory, 
Since, for positivism, everything is not even my or yowr ideas but 
only an X, now, and not even past or future nor (consistently) even 
present (245), positivism, by its own intent, would preclude its own 
formulation. But positivism is formulated and offered for accept- 
ance (245). 

In addition, positivism, according to Spaulding, solves all philo- 
sophical problems by putting them “into the limbo of the uncertain, 
the unknown, and even the unknowable, or regards them as false 
problems" (248). In any case, it does not offer a genuine solution. 

4, Naturalism. — This doctrine contends that “only that is fact 
which conforms to the most general laws of a certain limited group 
of sciences, namely, physics, chemistry, biology, and, perhaps, psy- 
chology." The principles of conservation and evolution are used to 
apply in some manner to everything (257). 

Naturalism, according to Spaulding, although in general rather 
vague and confused, takes, as a rule, one of three forms. It is 
either materialism, or dualism, or psychism (262). 

Realism of the type Spaulding has in mind would be compatible 
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with psychism, with materlalisin, or with any other ontology, "pro- 
vided these positions could be established empirically, and provided 
they could at the same time give up the doctrine of universal causal 
interaction so far, at least, as to make an exception for tlie relation 
between knowing and the object known" (272). Spaulding finds, 
however, that “by virtue of tlieir contradiction between their own 
presuppositions and their explicit doctrines," materialism and psy- 
cliism are self-refuting and may therefore be “dismissed from further 
serious consideration" (273), 

5. Pragmatism . — ^The pragmatists, according to Spaulding, en- 
deavor to avoid some of the errors and inconsistencies implied in 
naturalism, materialism, parallelism, and psycliism (292). But “if 
the pragmatic position, either in its partial or its complete develop- 
ment, be interpreted frankly as not relative, as not pragmatic, but as 
portraying absolutely the real state of affairs concerning die ‘things* 
it investigates, then it is disloyal to its own theory of truth and of 
knowledge" (299). 

Pragmatism, as Spaulding sees it, is relativistic toward everything 
except the pragmatic theory. Toward this theory it is absolutistic. 
Pragmatism, therefore, is cauglit in a dilemma. It cannot take the 
pragmatic position toward itself witliout making itself relativistic; 
yet it must take this position toward itself in order to be consistent 
(300). Thus pragmatism itself logically contradicts itself by ex- 
plicitly developing the definition of all truth as relative, and then 
making a tacit exception to this definition as regards the truth of 
itself as a theory (300). 

6 . Realism . — ^The central doctrine of realism, according to Spauld- 
ing, is the solution of the ego-centric and value-centric predicament 
(364-365). 

Even if it were a f^t, Spaulding argues, that the universe, both 
as. a whole, and in every detail, is, as known in some way, related to 
some knowing (either past, present, or future), existent or merely 
subsistent, this would be of consequence only either on the basis of 
the modification theory of relations or on die basis of the transcendent 
reality theory. The latter of these theories not only lacks all inductive 
proof but it is also self-contradictory. It fails to attain tliat which. It 
seeks because at each step of getting to a transcendent entity capable 
of mediating the .relation between two terms, such an entity is in turn 
found to be related to the two terms so that a further, more ultimate , 
mtity is demanded to .mediate tliis relation. Each would-be ultimate 
th^efore presupposes that it is not ultimate and tlius involves a self- ' 
contradiction (366). 
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The modification theory, on the other hand, can be shown not to 
be universal in scope, for "certain concrete instances are found, e.g., 
in the case of many functional complexes, for which this theory does 
not hold, and among these complexes is the relational whole, Imow- 
ing and object known” (366). This fact, Spaulding contends, leads 
directly to the solution of the ego-centric predicament. The method 
employed in solving it is an “analysis m siti/' combined with die 
theory of external relations. 

According to Spaulding the following types exemplify external 
relations: the relations {aj between time and motion; fbj between 
time and change of velocity; {cj between two points of a line; (dj 
between any two Instants of time; {'ej between a point and an in- 
stant; etc. “In each of these instances two terms are related that yet 
do not and cannot causally affect and modify each other” (368) , 
Spaulding now argues that “just in so far as any state of affairs 
... is advanced in any science or in any philosophical position as a 
state of affairs that is true, there is presupposed faj that this situa- 
tion of a known state of affairs can be analyzed with the knowing 
left m situ; (b) that these two terms, namely, the knowing and the 
complex object or state of affairs known, can be distinguished ; ( c) 
that, if this particular knowing were not present, the state of affairs 
would still be the same as it is when the knowing is present” (369) . 
These presuppositions, Spaulding insists, are made even by those 
philosophical systems which, like phenomenalism, subjectivism, ma- 
terialism, and pragmatism, advance explicitly a theory according to 
which knowing does malce some difference to the object known. All 
of Uiese systems are tiierefore self-contradictory and self-refutang 
(369). 

The ego-centric predicament finds a solution, Spaulding contends, 
when we take into consideration the following points. 

A. It may be impossible existentially to eliminate knowing from 
the known world; but analysis in situ will reveal (a)’tbat the 
knowiiig and the known are numerically distinct; (b) that these 
two terms are related to each other; and (c) that the relation 
between them is external (372). 

B. If the knowing and object known are numerically distinct 
and externally related, the former nather affecting nor consti- 
tuting the latter, then the two may in some instances be qualita- 
tively different (373). And therefore “in the absence of valid 
reasons to the contrary, realism concludes, that knowing and the 
known are in many cases qualitatively different, even as different 
as empirical investigation and the results of the sciences show. 
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e.g., physical entities and such non-existent subsistents as number, 
space, and time, on the one hand> and psychical processes, on the 
other hand, to be” (373) , 

C. Many classes of so-called illusory objects are not constituted 
by the consciousness of them, but are quite as objective as are 
non-illusory entities (374). 

D, “If the relation between knowing and entity Icnown is an 
instance of external relations, then the hypotheses are permissible, 
(a) that the Icnown object can be known as it really is, (b) tliat 
it may become known and cease to be known, and (c) that not all 
objects are known” (378). 

E, There may be other instances of the types of relations which 
are involved in the knowing situation. Such instances may be 
"relational wholes in which terms gain and lose specific relations 
to other terms without being affected thereby” (383), such as the 
relations of similarity, difference, greater than, less than, inclusion, 
exclusion (388). 

F. "If not all ‘thbgs’ are related causally, and if one and the 
same 'tiling* can stand in independent relationships to different 
'things,' then the nature of truth may not be identical, as Pragma- 
tism claims it to be, with causally determined concrete results, with 
efficienQr, and with the production of satisfaction, but it may be an 
external and non-causal relation between knowing and that which 
is known” (396). 


Upon considerations A to F Spaulding bases his doctrine of a 
"new rationalism,” i.e., his version of neo-realism. 

Turning now to the ontological aspects of Spaulding’s doctrine, 
we find that "the realist can accept no one quality or substance, no one 
'stuff,' whether mind or matter, or some unimown or unknowable 
underlying entity, to which all other entities are reducible” (43S). 
On the contrary, for him there are kinds of entities which are irrc- 
ducibly different, and there is an irreducible plurality of these kinds. 
"It is found that mere relatedness does not carry with it eitlier tlie 
(causal) dependence of term on term, or the necessity of underlying 
reality to mediate any relation” (435). “From the proposition that 
the entities of the universe form a system, no more unity can be 
deduced (as present in the universe) than that there is a system of in- 
dividuals, classes, series, and the like, that subsist side by side 'af 
some kind of loci, are merely consistent with .one another, and do 
not imply one another”, (436). "Realism thus takes 'things’ as it 
empirically finds them” (438). It accepts the physical universe es-. 
sentially as that universe is portrayed by the physical sciences, fiota^ 
bly astronomy, physics, chemistry, physiology, and biology, "Funda- 
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mental” realities other than those discovered by the natural sciences 
are not admitted. In particular, tlie physical universe is not regarded 
as transformable into One Underlying Spirit of which all else is 
manifestation (444). 

However, the realists, according to Spaulding, do not regard the 
physical sciences as being either entirely correct of complete. Sci- 
entists, after all, may err. In addition, many entities or kinds of 
entities may as yet be unknown. But the realists maintain that there 
is nothing in the knowing situation that would make such unknown 
entities essentially unknowable (444). 

In "creative synthesis" new qualities come into existence through 
the organization of parts into wholes (448). "The reduction of these 
new properties to Aose of the parts in the sense of identification, 
and the finding of a causal determination also in the same sense, is 
impossible.” The properties of the whole are new and a "law unto 
themselves,” and, in this sense, are free. "Their specific principles 
of ‘behavior’ are not identical with those of the parts” (448) . The 
organism, the molecule, and the atom are such products of "creative 
synthesis.” In all such cases "constituent parts may come and go 
but the organization remains.” It is "more permanent than the resi- 
dence in it of the ‘material’ parts” (449). 

At each level or stratum of reality formed through creative S 3 m- 
thesis, qualities or phenomena are "free to act in accordance with 
their own nature and their own causal connections with other quali- 
ties of this level.” "No higher level violates the laws of those lower 
levels which, in individual instants, are organized in the higher level 
as its, constituent parts; but also no lower level causally determines 
any higher level” (449). Freedom at a given level of reality thus 
consists of action in accordance with tliose characteristics which sub- 
sist at that levd of ^^organization but do not exist at lower levels. 
Freedom so understood is compatible with law and determination 
both at the given (higher) level and at lower levels. And freedom, 
so understood, "subsists at each level of reality in the universe, not 
only in the mental, but also all through the physical and the merely 
subsistent realms” (450). 

In this universe of the realists, consciousness cannot be interpreted 
as a.suDstance (470). ■ "Consciousness must be either a dimension, 
a relation, a disembodied quality, or an event” (471) ; but which? 
It is Spaulding’s contention that consciousness is a "new dimen- 
sion” which "arises” through the nonadditive organization or cre- 
ative ..synthesis of spatial and physical conditions (484). Con- 
sciousness itself, however, "need not be either spatial or physical 
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in order to be correlated with spatial or physical ‘things/ ” or with 
entities which are neither physical nor mental (484). Actually, 
Spaulding maintains, consciousness is nonspatial in character, and 
“it is neither here nor there/’ It is only b^ause of the nonspatial 
character of consciousness itself that we can understand how any 
object which is spatially distant from our bodies can be “content” 
of our consciousness, “without our consciousness spatially reaching 
out to the object that is ‘content’ ” (485). 

The universe as such, according to Spaulding, is all-inclusive. 
There is a “place” in it for such entities as a perpetuum mobile, 
phlogiston, the snakes of delirium tremens, ghosts, centaurs and 
sat)n's, future and past happenings, particular tables in distinction 
from table in general, apparently converging rails and bent sticks, 
and the motion and rest of material bodies in distinction from space 
and time as conditions (488). “Manifestly, even ‘unreal’ things are 
in some sense facts within the universe” (489). 

However, empirical methods reveal two classes of entities — ^those 
which exist and those which do not exist (490). The former may 
be called “subsistents.” “All existents subsist, but not all subsistents 
exist” (490). It is characteristic of an existent that it is an entity 
which either lias been, is now, or will be “at” or “in” a particular 
place, at a particular time, or merdy at a particular time, if the entity 
is not spatial (490). Existents are thus clearly of two kinds — ^phys- 
ical and mental (491). 

Further analysis reveals that the “moral situation,” too, is a 
specifically differentiated universe of discourse, different from other 
r^ms (such as the chemical and the physical), but not contradicted 
by them (503). Here, too, we encounter creative synthesis, freedom, 
and external relations (504), and we discover that society itself'is a 
“new whole” (505), morality being one of its characteristics which 
tile component parts as such do not possess (505). 

“Values both exist and subsist, as illustrated respectively by just 
acts and by justice” (507). They are “real parts of the objective 
world, external to and independent of not only their being perceived. , 
conceived, and appreciated, but also of the physiological organism” 

(507) . According to Spaulding, there is, thus, a realm of value 
which is not subject to “the stresses and strains of this slowly evolv- 
ing earth and this starry universe” — a realm, which is in itself or- 
ganized so that values stand in definite relations to one another. 

(508) .^ 

But, in addition, there is an existential creative synthesis which is- 
also a temporal process and in which there arise new wholes with 
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new properties — ^the "evolutionary scheme of things” (512). "Evo- 
lution is creative. Direct empirical evidence compels us to admit 
that there is a newness, a creation, an ascent in situations, in complex 
states of affairs” (514). Some of the evolving situations present, 
as their characteristics, entities which are values. “Somewhere a 
point is reached on one side of which the moral situation is lacking, 
and on the other side is present” (513). There is an “efficient agent” 
that “makes for” values, that leads to them, or that produces them 
in the evolutionary process; and this agent or power “must itself be 
a value” (514). 

This conclusion, Spaulding maintains, entails a new solution of 
the teleological problem and “leads us to the very verge of the theo- 
logical problem” (515). “The several facts, (a) that concrete situ- 
ations among human beings take on some of the value characters in 
greater or less degree, (b) that, as they do this, the realm of perfect 
goodness, beauty, and truth, seems to be ever more nearly approached, 
and, finally (c) that there is such an evolutionary process of advance 
and progress as to bring about this approach, are together identical 
with the teleological character of our universe” (515). 

Going beyond this teleological interpretation of the universe, 
Spaulding regards God as “the totality of values, both existent and 
subsistent, and of those agencies and efficiencies with which these 
values are identical” (517). God is at once the multiplicity of tliese 
entities and the unity of their organization. He is justice, truth, and 
beauty-T-as these are “above” our world and as they are in it — and 
He is Himself transcendent and immanent. If He is personality. 
He is also more than personality, “even as the moral situation 
among men is more tlian personality.” “God is Value, the active, 
living principle of the conservation of values and of their efficiency” 
(S17). 

Yet God is not all. There are values, but not all is value ; for 
there are also “non-value” entities. And there is the realm of falsity 
and error, and, especially, of evU and ugliness (518). The solution 
is found, according to Spaulding, in a doctrine (such as his “new 
rationalism”) which supports a theistic rather than a pantheistic posi- 
tion, and which holds to the “irreducible factuality of evil and of 
'powers for evil,’ as well as of good and of 'powers for good’ ” (520). 


22. Criticism of Spaulding’s Position 

Critical reaction to Spaulding’s book was not long delayed. James 
Bisset Pratt took up almost at once Spaulding’s discussion of “non- 
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existent illusions.”®* The one point of importance, Pratt pointed out, 
on which Spaulding’s views diverge greatly from those of the dual- 
istic realists is to be found in his retention of ”pan-objectivism” and 
in his insistence that illusion, hallucination, and error must not be 
classed as mental. More specifically, Pratt finds that Spaulding’s 
doctrine can be reduced to three distinct theses: (aj illusions have 
a perfectly good causal explanation; (bj they consist in talcing one 
entity to be another which it is not, or in localizing it in the wrong 
place or the wrong time; and fcj they are not existents but mere 
subsistents. 

The first of these three theses, Pratt maintains, is one “long made 
familiar through the writings of both neo-realists and pragmatists.” 
“The convergence of the parallel rails when one looks at a long line 
of railway track, the straight stick bent in water, do not, we are told, 
require consciousness to explain them; for the convergence may be 
a ^aracteristic of, and have a locus in the relational complete, ligbt- 
traveling-in-stralght-lines-from-each-rail-to-tlie-eyes or to a photo- 
graphic plate.” Pratt, as a dualistic realist, finds it “odd” tliat “an 
argument so often answered and intrinsically so irrelevant as this 
should still find a place in a book of the high standard of The hfem 
Rationalism** The argument is irrelevant, Pratt maintains, because 
no one denies that illusions have a physical cause. In the illustrations 
used the causes are doubtless the ones pointed out by Spaulding — ^the 
converging or bent lig^it rays; but are the rays the rail or the stick? 
If they are not, then what is the locus of the converging rails and of 
the bent stick f “If the bent stick is not mental but ph}^ical, and if it 
be (as pati-objectivism must maintain) numerically identical with 
the straight stick, then is not the same stick both straight and not 
straight at the same time, and in the same sense?” Arid that is an 
absurdity. 

Concerning Spaulding’s second thesis [(b) above], Pratt argues 
that, although it is true that a most important aspect of the illusion 
situation may justly be analyzed into erroneous judgments, “it is 
plain that one cannot in this way make illusion anything but mental,” 
If illusion be error, what is error? Is it not even more obviously 
subjective in its nature than illusion itself? Pratt finds that, when 
taken off guard, even Spaulding frankly admits that error is sub- 
jective. He thus gives away his case. “The final and irreducible 
subjective element in error,” he writes, “is only the psychological 
part of the taking a thing to be what it is hot.” 

n> Pratt JT. B„ '’ProfeHor Spauldlng'a Non-Existent innRloiis.'' -/MrM(i{ of Phi- 
lotophsi XV (1918), ti88-S9S. 
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In other words, Spaulding, "with all the ponderous machinery of 
modern logic at his disposal, has been quite unable to propose or 
manufacture a definition of existence according to which normal 
mental entities shall be existents and hallucinatory ones non-existents. 
Much less has he been able to give any reason for the distinction 
which lie seeks, but fails, to draw." 

On what grounds, dien, did Spaulding maintain that hallucina- 
tions are not existents but subsistents only? Pratt quotes from 
Spaulding’s book: The hallucinations "are excluded from being psy- 
chological in character (as tradition has so long held them to be) 
by the hypothesis, now accepted at this point as established, that 
consciousness is not a substance or 'container.’ ’’ And, Pratt goes on 
to say, "here the cat gets out of the bag. By hook or by crook, by 
logic or in defiance of logic as well as of experience, dreams, etc.> 
must at all hazards be kept out of the realm of existence, for if they 
were admitted, there would be no place for them but consciousness”; 
and in that case the neo-realist’s interpretation of consciousness could 
not be maintained. Is "pan-objectivism" a theory worth so des- 
perate an effort to save it that in its interest facts may be distorted? 

■ Pratt finds that the assertion that all reality is objective has at 
least two distinct meanings. "It may mean dther (a) tliat there are 
no merely psychical existents, or (h) that all entities, whether 
psychical, physical or merely subsistent, are real objects* are 'some- 
where in the universe,’ have a reality of their own which is not 
dependent on anybody’s knowing them.’* The first of these two 
meanings Spaulding explicitly rejects. It is the second meaning 
which underlies his professed pan-objectivism. But to this kind of 
pan-objectivism, Pratt maintains, "a dualistic and by no means 
'new' realist might well be quite as loyal as the author of The New 
Rationalisnt, although he would be likely to suggest that the term 
'pan-objectivism’ was a peculiarly poor one for the doctrine in 
question." 

The second evaluation of Spaulding’s book came from Miss 
Calkins.*** Spaulding, she points out, "s^s to eliminate the ego 
an analysis (n situ- and then argues that the user of the ego-centric 
predicament contradicts himself by presupposing a true state of 
affairs." Miss Calkins contends that the analysis in sittt is not only 
rather naively claimed as peculiar to "the new logic” but is also 
mainly irrelevant to the reasoning; "for one may 'ideally eliminate’ 
almost any obstinate existing object or quality by an effort of 
abstracting attention, without thereby annihilating it.” For example, 


90 CalldnB, Mary W.i '^Diactusioni*' Rgvi 0 w, XXVIII (1919). 610 
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one may be said to "eliminate the color of a fabric when one is 
examining its texture, but the fabric keeps on being green or blue as 
well as smooth or rough." And, similarly, although one may 
ideally eliminate the self or selves, such abstraction changes notiiing 
in the actual situation. "The only significant part, therefore, of the 
realistic solution of the egO'Centric predicament is the assertion that 
subjective idealism, in asseverating its own truth, presupposes a 
distinction between true and false and therefore a more-than- 
subjective reality.” But this argument is effective not against 
idealism in general, but against subjectivism alone. 

Miss Calkins also points out the utter inadequacy of Spaulding's 
attempt to distinguish between "existents" and “subsistents.”” 
According to one passage in Spaulding’s book, subsistents lack tern*' 
poral and spatial localization, whereas physical existents are both 
spatially and temporally localized, and psychical existents occur at 
certain specific times. In a later passage, however, Spaulding 
"abandons this distinction by the explicit statement that not merely 
some of the experienced subsistents but some also of the ‘ideal’ 
implied subsistents, are spatial and temporal.” But, Miss Calkins 
argues, if the perpetuum mobile, the satyr, and the contrast color 
(for example), although as truly spatial and temporal as the phys- 
ically existent airplane and goat and lamplight, are none the less 
subsistent, evidently space and time qualities cannot serve to mark 
off the existent from the subsistent entities. In the end, Miss Calkins 
points out, Spaulding himself admits "the dogmatic and unargued 
character of the distinction, since he frankly states that, in differen- 
tiating the existent from the subsistent, 'one must rely wholly upon 
the verdict of empirical methods and common sense in which 
innumerable things, qualities, events, and relations are accepted as 
existing* and are contrasted with another group of entities which 
are ‘found to lack that full quota of qualities . . which psychology 
and physics recognize as essential to objects that exist.’ ” This bare 
assertion of an empirical distinction, however, is not acceptable as 
philosophy. It presents to us merely "the familiar spectacle of 
realism at bay, taking refuge in the rough distinctions of the ‘plain 
man.’ ” 

ox Calkins, Mary W., "Spaulding’s Rslstlons and Subsistent Entities," /ounial of 
Philosophy, XVI (1919), 638 IF. 



Chapter 18 

CRITICAL REALISM 

1, The Genesis of Critical Realism 

The critical discussions of realism so far considered already indi' 
cate the emergence of a line of arguments which were bound to lead 
to a reformulation of the realistic position as a whole — a reformula- 
tion whicli, in due time, became known as “critical realism.” From 
the very beginning of tliis process of reformulation, Arthur O. Love- 
joy was one of the chief spokesmen for the new version of realism. 
We shall therefore start our discussion with one of his articles. 

The philosophy of the neo-realistic sextet, Lovejoy points out,^ 
contains two equally essential doctrines: realism as such and 
epistemological monism; the theory of the independence of the object 
of cognition, and the tlieory of its immanence or numerical identity 
with the actual content of consciousness. The second of these 
theories, Lovejoy finds, is but a corollary of a still more fundamental 
doctrine, viz., the relational theory of consciousness. 

The "great neo-realistic discovery,” Lovejoy goes on, has pro- 
fessedly been a discovery about the nature or function (or function- 
lessness) of consciousness in cognition. “This is not only the most 
original and*most decisive element in the new realism but also its 
most significant element, The contention that consciousness is a 
purely 'external* relation, and the epistemological monism which is 
implied by this contention, are the things in the theory which go 
deepest and cut the' widest swath in philosophy.” 

Lovejoy finds, however, that the neo-realist, like any other realist, 
in affirming that objects can be known to exist independently of 
mind, ''necessarily implies that from a datum immediately before the 
mind he can obtain knowledge about something not immediately 
before the mind; that the existent which is now in consciousness 
'means' or refers to things or times not present; and that therefore 
it is in no way needful' that a thing and its relations should be imme- 
diately present in consciousness, should be 'numerically identical' 


1 Lovejoy, A. O., "fteaUsm Venna Epistenologioal Moniasp " Journal of Philosophy, 
X (1913), 561-S73. AH quotations front artieles puUtabeH In titn Journal of Philosophy 
Ky permifslon oi the editors of the Jourual. 
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existing object — a position which must lead to agnosticism; (h) 
that the typical neo-realist tries to hold that what we perceive is 
existentially identical with die independent reality and also qualita- 
tively identical with it to the full extent of the perceptual content; 
that it is the very same object, with no additional qualities due to 
its being perceived — a position which cannot account for error and 
illusion. In his own view, Macinto^ would "combine the partial 
truth of both antithetical positions." He would maintain, with the 
neo-realist, that what we perceive is existentially identical with the 
independent reality; and he would maintain, with the epistemological 
dualist, that the object, when being perceived, has certain qualities — 
notably the sense qualities — which it does not possess when not 
perceived. He would interpret consciousness, in sensation and else- 
where, as productive activity of a unique sort. The psychical subject 
"creatively produces — each individual for itself alone, and on con- 
dition of certain stimulations — all the various sense-elements which 
it is able to discover in the surrounding world of physical objects." 
This theory of consciousness, Macintosh believes, clears up the phil- 
osophical puzzles associated with hallucinations, illusions, color 
blindness, and so on. 

In a manner which must strike the reader as essentially dogmatic, 
Macintosh finally asserts that "the secondary qualities are created 
and the primary qualities are revealed." "Primary qualities are 
transcendentally real, but some of them are sometimes empirically 
real, and this circumstance makes all the difference between helpless 
total ignorance of reality and knowledge capable of almost unlimited 
progress. The thing-in-itself is knowabie in part; we are practically 
certain that things exist with their primary qualities, even when they 
are not known by any human subject." 

The next year (1914) George Santayana discussed at some 
length the "coming philosophy."^ On the negative side of his 
argument he concentrated his attack upon Holt’s theory of con- 
sciousness — ^the theory, namely, according to which "consciousness 
is nothing but its immediate objects, which are all exactly what tl\^ 
would be if no one was conscious of them." 

The objects in question, Santayana points out, are of every sort — 
terms, propositions, sensible qualities, relations, values, emotions. 
They are all ubiversals, that is, they are all capable of being repeated 
without losing identity. "When any of these beings — say the disc 
of the full mooii — comes under observation, it enters a mental context 
which is more limited than the context it has in the mathematical 


8 Santayana, G., “The Coming Philoaophy," JcurmI »f Phllotopha, XI (1914), 449. 
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and even in the material world; but in all three worlds it remains 
the same identical universal being/’ "This identical being when it 
appears in the evolution of nature is a disc materialized, and when 
it appears in consciousness is a disc perceived; not that these are two 
different sorts of discs, but the same universal disc in different 
contexts.’’* 

An implication of Holt’s view, according to Santayana, is that 
no being is intrinsically logical, psychic, or material, but tliat each 
may enter any of these fields. "What defines the psychic field, and 
raises what lies within it to the conscious power, is the response of 
the nervous system; a response which may be to anything embodied 
in the environment, at any distance of time or space, and, of course, 
among other things, to beauties, purposes, and all other values sup- 
posed to be essentially Immaterial, but really as truly embodied in 
matter as are mathematical volumes and velocities.” 

Having thus reduced Holt’s theory to its essentials, Santayana 
examines it critically and in so doing emphasizes the problem which, 
in various forms and with modifications, was to become the crucial 
issue between neo-realists and their dualistic adversaries, 

“Suppose I am at sea,” Santayana argued, “a prey to mounting 
nausea, and at the same time intent on the cruel, insultingly blue 
vault of heaven. Where, in the environment, is this cruel vault, this 
insulting blue, and this restless feeling? We might agree on all 
hands that these things are nowhere, if we consider their intrinsic 
beii^. . . . Yet Mr. Holt maintains, 1 hardly see on wliat evidence, 
that no being appears to consciousness unless it is actually an integral 
element, however formal, of the environment to which the nervous 
system is responding; and the nervous system, he admits, is nothing 
but a material mechanism responding to a material world. It follows 
that the vault, the blue, the cruelty, the insult, and the nausea, are 
integral elements in the scene of my voyage. . . , The vault is pre- 
sumably a cross-section of the atmosphere ; but is it forty miles high, 
or lower, and at what distance does it sink into the sea? Does the 
blue color lie on this vault only, as I seem to see it, or does it pervade 
the air? And are the cruelty and insults there (^ironically, or only 
when the seasick passenger passes unheeded beneath? In any case 
it is a relief to remember that these self-subsisting qualities and 
feelings, though exactly what We feel, subsist iinfelt.” Or is it such 
a relief? “What, I pray, is nausea, or a cruelty, or an insult. Or a 
landscape, which is not merely the character these things would have 

«Thb formulation of Holt’a theory of conscloiunen ahowa definite affinities with 
Santayana’s own doctrine of ''essences” whidi was developed many years later. 
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when perceived, but is an integral unperceived element in the actual 
material world? In general, what is the meaning of a nervous 
system responding to a secondary quality, a feeling, a proposition, 
or anything but a motion? Are we not being buffet^ by a 
maddening perversion of language?” 

However much we may strive to identify consciousness witii 
its objects, Santayana finds that if we admit that consciousness 
exists at all, we must admit that it makes a new group or specious 
unit out of those objects, for selection individuates the part selected. 
If what .the nervous system selects is not by this very process of 
selection suffused with a unity, emphasis, or luminosity which it did 
not have before, then we must assume that “all being, and every 
possible cross-section of it, vibrates with consciousness, and that 
every quality, proposition, and term carries with it the perpetual 
apprehension and assertion of itself.” “In that case the nervous 
system would do nothing for consciousness. . . . But then what a 
mystery it becomes, or rather what a contradiction, that conscious- 
ness should actually carve out the parts of being that the nervous 
system responds to.” 

As a last point Santayana discusses Holt's interpretation of the 
“unity” of consciousness. It is a corollary of Holt’s thesis, Santayana 
maintains, tliat the idea of succession is a succession of ideas, that 
when we imagine anything extended, our mind is extended, and that 
when we imagine anything past our mind is past. “So that, I sup- 
pose, when we imagine something future or something unreal, our 
mind must be future or unreal, too.” This result Santayana finds 
instructive for “it comes logically enough of identifying active 
cognition witli passive images, and passive images with operating 
material objects — quicksands of confusion which are none the firmer 
because much modern philosophy is built upon them.” 

' The unity of apperception, however, according to Santayana, 
“cannot be exaggerated because it is no matter of degree or quantity. 
It is a constitutive form, as forms of articulation constitute words, 
and what is not subject to it simply does not enter the mind. It is 
the mental counterpart to the response of die nervous system. To 
think }rou have composed consciousness by collecting its objects is 
like thinking you have created knowledge by collecting a library.” 


2. Dualistic Realism Emerges 

It was dear by now that the opposition to neo-realism, in so far as 
it accepted a generally realistic orientation, would be forced into a 
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dualistic position. Durant Drake destroyed what doubts might have 
remained on this question.'^ 

“By putting perceived-objects not at the real object point, but at 
the brain point in the world order,” he argued, “we can picture a 
homogeneous natural order into which all our delicately'varying and 
evanescent perceived-objects can fit without unduly jostling one 
another.” "Our several perceived-objects are eacli the effect in a 
different organism of the one real-object beyond the organisms : an 
effect which varies concomitantly with the variations in that real- 
object, acts as a functional substitute for it in the life of an organism, 
and may therefore be called a representative in that organism of the 
real-object.” 

Drake explicitly states that the term “representation,” as used in 
this connection, does not mean copying or picturing, “The perceived- 
object is not a miniature of the real-object.” It “represents” the real- 
object in a sense similar to that in which a member of Congress 
represents his constituency: i.e., it acts for it and is responsive to its 
changes. The representt«fl' qualia are “elements in a continuous 
natural process with the represented qualia” ; but there are two sets 
of qualia, not one. “Perceived-objects are as real as real-objects; 
but they are not those particular real-objects which they represent.” 

The problem of the relation of the real objects to percipient minds 
was next taken up by Adams,** who argues that the important thing 
for knowledge is “what the experienced content points to, what it 
aims at, or means, what it is the vehicle of, not wliat it is as a fact.” 

On their fact side, Adams continues, all experienced contents are 
members of one class; all are on one level. As experienced fact, a 
false or illusory experience is just as much a member of this ohe- 
dimensional order as is a true and genuine experience. But when 
we view the experienced facts with reference to their truth value, our 
one^iraensional order of experience is no longer adequate. We 
must then recognize qualitative distinctions ranging from true to 
false, from real to unreal. Complete identity of the content experi- 
enced and really existing things can no longer be maintained. 

Viewing the same problem from a somewhat different angle, 
Adams now argues that “knowledge means Ae making of judgments 
which ascribe something to reality,” The judgment, however, when 
made, is synthetic. “It lays daim to more than it just now immedi- 
ately possesses.” That is to say, the judgment appeals to something 

SD»be, n., VWbWe Do Perceived Objeeta Exlitr Miad (191S), 29-3(i. 
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beyond itself. "It implies the possibility of distinguishing between 
those experiences which are and those which are not 'of the real 
world.' " 

Moreover, according to Adams, the judgment involves not only 
an appeal to an order of reality which does not coincide with the 
order of experience, but it implies that the mind which makes the 
judgment possesses a knowledge of reality which is not simply an 
awareness of its own experience. 

The problem of dualism was also taken up by R. W. Sellars.^ 
“In some ways,” Sellars argued, “we experience the apple as 
complex; we keep the same subject of reference while we note quality 
after quality.” This double part of oneness and complexity, Sellars 
points out, has given rise to the philosophical problem of substance 
and inherent properties. “The world which 1 perceive breaks up into 
portions which act together and force me to recognize them as some> 
how one, to be treated as one and thought of as one, in the same 
general sense that I myself am one.” The unity of the objects is 
both spatial and functional, and the recognition of this unity is 
present in the category of thinghood. 

' But the things are also complex. “I can note various aspects and 
pass judgments in which the thing is the given and accredited 
subject.” The assignment of attributes is an analysis of what is 
given as a sort of implicit whole. Actually, the thing is neither the 
sum- of its properties nor something apart from them. It is 
“decidedly not given as a cluster of sensations, but as a thing of 
complex character about which we can make various judgments.” 
Any realism, Sellars concludes, which wishes to withstand the attacks 
of idealism “must learn a lesson from Berkeley's criticism of Locke.” 

Following these discussions, A. K. Rogers specifically formulated 
the position of dualistic realism.* To begin with, he distinguishes 
between (a) the content of knowledge, (b) the object of knowledge, 
and (c) the psychological existence of the knowl^ge act. He then 
refers to the traditional dualistic doctrine which maintains (a) that 
a judgment is true when the character or content assigned to the 
object actually belongs to it, and (b) that a judgment is false 
when the situation is otherwise.' This simple dehnition of “true” 
and "felse” Rogers criticizes, pointing out that ideas are in the 
mind and are the only things we ever directly experience, whereas 
the things are outside consciousness and therefore in a strict sense 

1 SdUn, R. W„ "A TUttZ and Its Fropertiea” Jonmal ff Philotophy, XII (1915), 

.'n8-328. 
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inaccessible. How then, Rogers asks, can we compare a thing which 
we meet in experience with one which we never meet? The copy 
theory of truth ia simply absurd. 

However, “a definition of truth does not profess to be a criterion 
of truth, and cannot be blamed because it does not do the work of a 
criterion.*’ Is it not conceivable that the trutli of a proposition may 
be tested indirectly by the consequences which we do experience, and 
which are seen to stand in some relational connection with an 
unexperienced reality? After all, Rogers argues, "1 do seem to see, 
and know the real object directly.” But this does not' settle the 
problem of dualism ; for I perceive or know the object only through 
the sensations which the object sets up; but the object itself remains 
forever transcendent to experience. , 

For the pragmatist, Rogers points out, meaning is “the anticipa- 
tion of fulfillment in imagination”; and there must exist for him 
in “the knowing experience” a synthesis of content which “includes 
alike the idea, die sense of present unfulfillment,” and the reference 
to something which, if attained, “would be found to correspond to 
and complete the idea.” For the realist the situation is in essential 
respects quite different. For him, alt that seems necessary in order to 
describe a truly transcendent object, is to say that “in thinking 
about such an object or having it in mind, or believing that a 
ctsrtain character belongs to it, or meaning it, I add the recognition, 
not simply that I cannot now verify it, or that men cannot verify it 
in my lifetime, but that it is forever out of reach of direct verification 
. , . because it is incapable of becoming a member in the same 
continuous experience series with the thought which knows it.” 

Rogers followed up this discussion in a second article” in which 
he distinguished, first of all, between two forms of primitive or 
intuitive belief. There is on the one hand, he says, “an intuitive 
certainty in the stricter sense, where confidence depends on the 
immediate seeing that a thing is self-evidently so; and there is, on 
the other hand, a confidence that “my geometrical intuitions apply 
to a real spatial world,” or tliat “my logical demands are accepted by 
reality,” or that “events actually were as I remember them,” or that 
"my sensations give me Information about actual things and forces.” 
The 'first type of confidence, Rogers contends, is an “Intuitive cer- 
tainty” but “applies only to the Immediate perception of the existence, 
or the meaning, of our own mental content.” The second type pf 
“intuitive belief,” while broader in scope, lacks in itself the certainty 

0 Rogers. A. K«, **BeUef and the Criterion of Truth/' Jottmal of Philosophy (1916)i 
393-^10. 
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of the first type. Whatever certainty it possesses must come from 
some other source. The question is, what, actually, is this source? 

Man, Rogers points out, is not only a cognizing being, he is also 
a creature of needs; and his practical needs are “self-evidently a 
source of belief." “Man can satisfy the needs of his organism only 
by taking for granted, and utilizing, the physical world in which he 
lives; and that the strong practical assurance he has of the existence 
of this environing world is connected with his absolute need of 
accepting it if he is to continue alive, seems perfectly plain.’' 

That is to say, “if human nature is the source of belief, any 
ineradicable element of human nature may be expected to play a 
part,” and, “for philosophical reflections, our needs are seen to 
generate our belief." This is so because philosophical reflection 
“already presupposes the whole world in which we believe — ^human 
needs included — as valid, or it loses touch with reality and becomes 
a mere academic play with concepts." 

3. The Problem of Truth 

Perry now returned to the discussion witli an analysis of truth.” 
He distinguislied four “fundamentally different senses in which the 
term ‘truth’ is employed" — the logical, the ontological, the existential, 
and the psychological sense. Trutli in the logical sense, according to 
Perry, is “that ‘is’-character which is represented by fte verb witli- 
out the sign of negation"; it is “positivity,” the use of “is” as copula 
or logical sign. Truth in the ontological sense is “referred to in 
symbolic logic by tire ‘assertion* sign, and in ordinary language by 
the expression, 'it is a fact that.’ ” Perry speaks of it as “factuality.” 

Truth in the existential sense, according to Perry, “turns on the 
peculiar relation between a universal and its instance, or between a 
variable and its value." “That which is true in this sense is said 
to ‘hold’ of something." Perry calls truth in this sense “validity." 

The psychological sense of truth is encountered only when there 
is an act of mind (the thinking of a thought) , and is an “adverbial 
qualiflcation of this act,” Perry calls it “correctness.” Its linguistic 
expression is the word “truly.” 

In connection with all four meanings of truth, error may occur; 
and if it does occur, there are, according to Perry, three respects in 
which the situation in which error is encountered resembles that in 
which truth may be found.' In the first place there Is “the committal- 
attitude of mind, such as belief." “One does not submit one’s self to 

» Perry, R. B., "The Truth Problem,” Journal of Philosophy, XIII (191S), 505-51S. 
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a test of truth or error until one commits one’s self.” In fact, “the 
merit of truth and the harm of error increase proportionally to the 
depth of the conviction or sense of certainty” which we have. The 
sense of certainty, however, does not preclude the possibility of error 
and therefore “affords no differentiation of truth.” 

In die second place, Perry argues, truth and error both involve 
an ohjecliue and, in this respect, are indistinguisliable. “In order 
even to believe erroneously I must believe something.” My belief is 
capable of being true or erroneous only because it is a “believing 
something.” 

In the tliird place, whether a bdief be true or erroneous, “some- 
thing is taken for granted, is referred to, or is that which the belief 
is about” This “something” Perry calls the “intended object.” If I 
believe something about an intended object, then “no counterclaim 
calculated to disprove my belief could be made without including 
the same datum” or intended object. “Without such identity of 
reference I could claim immunity by saying, ‘That Is not what I was 
talking about.’ ” At this point a difficulty arises. If, in order to 
believe at all, that of whidh I believe sometliing must be there as 
a datum, then how can belief fail to reveal reality? If the object of 
belief must exist even in the case of error, what more can be required 
of truth? This difficulty disappears, Perry contends, "when we 
recognize that although the object of belief must be, it need not be 
as it is believed.” There remains thus a contingent factor which 
enables us to distinguish truth from error. 

The pragmatic theory is correct. Perry concedes, “in emphasising 
the formative, creative action of mind, and in likening the cognitive 
situation to the desiderativc or volitional situation.” The coherency 
theory is correct, he continues, “in emphasizing the decisive part 
played by the logical principles of contradiction and universality.” 
“The correspondence theory is correct in emphasizing the factual 
agreement or disagreement, with its flat disjunction between truth 
and error dependent on the decree of fact,” And finally, Perry 
contends, “all those theories are correct which maintain that, a 
belief being what it is, and its environment being what it is, the 
truth or error of the belief is determined in advance of the moment 
of evidence.” 

4, . Roy Wood Sellars and the First Systetnatic 
Presentation of' Critical Realism 

At about this time, and in the midst of the controversies over 
fundamental epistemological issues, Roy Wood Sellars published a 
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bookj CnUciU Realism, which gave name and direction to the second 
phase of realism in America.** At the outset Sellars here formulates 
the specific questions which gave animus to philosophical discussions 
in tte United States during the first decades of the twentieth 
century; What do we mean when we say that we kitow a thing? 
And what are the conditions of such knowledge? (v) These ques- 
tions, and the numerous other questions to which they lead, are, 
according to Sellars, “as empirical as any questions to be found in 
the special sciences” and are “just as susceptible of being answered 
in a satisfactory way.” From the empirical sciences, too, Sellars 
learned “how Berkeley’s arguments could be outflanked” Cvi), and 
how the work of the scientists led to results having direct bearing 
upon epistemology. The systematic development of this point of 
view gained from a study of all the sciences gradually led to a full- 
fledged theory of knowledge which “for want of a better name” 
Sellars called Critical Realism (vi). 

Sellars begins his discussion with the presentation of “the plain 
man’s outlook,” with “natural realism.” The plain man, Sellars con- 
tends, is a realist, for he perceives what he calls “physical things,” and 
he believes that “these physical things are experienced in much the 
same manner by all normal human beings and tliat they are evidently 
independent, for their properties and existence, of man’s experience 
of them” (1,2). 

This plain man’s view is “based on the exigencies of biological 
and practical life and is as natural to us as are our instincts” (3). 
No reflective theory of the nature of the event called perceiving, or 
experiencing, an object provides as yet an explanation of the rela- 
tionship (4) ; but the factuality of the relationship, according to 
Sellars, is “beyond dispute.” Even Berkeley and Hume “testify 
unwillingly to its presence” (6). The difficulties, therefore, which 
Sellars finds in natural realism do not pertain to its realism but to its 
uncritical attitude (7). More specifically, the inadequacies and con- 
tradictions of natural realism concern (a) “the fact that perception 
has conditions which do not appear in that which is immediately 
perceived”: (b) “tlie distinction between appearance and reality”; 
(e) “the lack of concomitant variation between things and' tliat 
which is actually perceived*’; (d)' “the difference between the per- 
ceptions of individuals”; (e) “die explanation of images, dream-life, 
and memory”; (f) “the synthetic or composite character of that 
which is perceived and the, presence in it of inferential elements” 
(7). In brief, natural realism breaks down, not in its assertion 
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that there are things, but in its view that perception is an event in 
which things directly reveal themselves (12). “The view of per- 
ception as an event in which the individual is essentially passive 
cannot be maintained’* (14). 

Sellars suggests “a compromise.” “Things are there where we 
judge them to be, but we do not perceive them.” We perceive instead 
“the percepts causally connected with them, and these percepts are 
spatially and temporally more directly related to the brain than to 
the things with which we ordinarily identify them” (14). That 
which is present to the individual in perception is “a function 
of many conditions and must be considered mental and not 
physical” (20). 

Science, Sellars maintains, “commences in full agreement with the 
outlook of common sense.” “Things are obviously objective and 
independent of the individual’s awareness of them" (27). They 
possess measurable attributes — sudr as extension, movement, mass, 
and energy — ^by virtue of which they lend themselves to mathe- 
matical and physical analysis, and by virtue of which, also, they can 
be subsumed under laws (27) ; and their measurability and con- 
formance to law raise them above mere dependence upon perception. 

Neverthless the subjective or “personal” element in perception 
cannot be disregarded. “The position of the individual, the distance 
from the object, the structure of the sense-organs, the activity of the 
nervous system are some of the physical conditions of the percept 
which render it unique” (56), and whicli, upon analysis, reveal an 
advance of our understanding “from the impersonal to the personal, 
from nature as it is in itself to nature as it appears to the individual” 
(S7). The fullness of “thing-experience,” as it is ultimately disclosed 
in epistemology, includes not only the individual content or thing but 
its relations to other things and to the individual who perceives it 
(63). As a result, perception involves judgment, and “no hard- 
and-fast line can be drawn between perception and conception.” 
Interpretation plays its part in all knowledge (63). “Meanings 
mingle with, and form an integral component of, tiling-experiences” 
(63). 

But meanings are not entirely subjective. “Tlie pressure of 
society, our knowledge of the social origin of many of our concepts, 
our dependence on the inherited instrument called language, with its 
dictionaries and authoritative - usages, the intimate mingling of 
thought with things— all these factors work together to suffuse our 
concepts with thfe character of commonness” (74). On the other 
hand, those meanings which are evidently unique creations of our 
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own do not obtain this sanction of commonness and are held apart 
as private. “This subjective realm consists very largely of those 
experiences which will not fit into the socially accepted objective 
domain” (74). 

Nevertheless these subjective, private, or “personal” factors in 
experience are present in all experience; and because of their presence, 
die common world in which we live and act retreats and becomes 
dimmer. A pluralism of minds with partially similar but unsharable 
contents replaces, for philosophical reflection, the common physical 
world open to the inspection of all (155). And this poses a problem 
which requires careful analysis and interpretation. 

The facts involved in the situation are as follows : “Individuals 
are unable to possess identical percepts and meanings, yet they com- 
municate and have every reason to believe that they understand one 
another” (156). These facts corroborate mental pluralism and dis- 
prove solipsism (156) ; but the pluralism must be properly deflned. 
If a “gulf seems to yawn” between individual minds, we must not 
forget our continued belief in a physical world which is distinct 
from the individual’s percepts and concepts (156). “Sucli a 
physical world is a hypothesis, almost a demand, requiring a new 
view of knowledge to make it thinkable, yet it looms in the back- 
ground of empirical mental pluralism” (156). The facts of men- 
tal pluralism, in other words, “point unmistakably to a continu- 
ous reality in which minds grow and function” (182). The question 
is, Can we gain any insight into the nature of this environing 
reality? 

Mental pluralism, Sellars argues, stops short of solipsism; and 
it does so “because the facts of life forbid its doing otherwise” (183) . 
“Solipsism is so contrary to our beliefs* habits, and mental organiza- 
tion, which are thoroughly social, tlmt it cannot gain a foothold” 
(190). Hence, “if idealism involves solipsism, mental pluralism 
of the empirical sort which admits communication and mutual 
knowledge must involve realism” (191). The realization of this 
truth, Sellars argues, gives us a clue to the true nature of cognition. 
What does the clue indicate? 

An existence which I know is numerically distinct from the mind 
knowing it (191). This is obvious whenever the object known is 
another mind, But it is equally true when the object known is a 
physical thing. '-My knowledge qua knowledge has no relation to 
die mind [or the thing] of whidi it holds good. My knowledge is 
contained in my ideas, and these are personal and cannot be shared.” 
Whereas the “other mind” dr .the “thing known” exists independently 
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of these ideas — and the "tiling known” not less than the "other 
mind.” Knowledge, in other words, is "non-apprehensional,” It is 
knowledge about that which can never be literally present within 
the privacy of my personal experience, although it controls the 
elements of that experience. 

But if the knowledge situation is as described, a problem arises 
concerning the nature and function of consciousness. Is conscious- 
ness alien to the physical world or is it not alien to it P 

The "physical world,” according to S^ellars, is the sura total of 
all physical objects; and all objects of whose existence, structure, 
and relations we learn through die sense organa — our own bodies 
included — are physical (210). Science reveals a fundamental 
continuity of the physical objects in the physical world. 

Psychical objects, on the other hand, lack the "fundamental con- 
tinuity which science has shown to be such a marked characteristic 
of the physical world,” and they are of two basic types : "First come 
those which have claimed to be physical and whose claim has been 
denied; second, those which are not physical and make no claim to 
be” (210). The former class includes illusions and hallucinations; 
the latter class includes mathematical objects and the like. 

The systematic exclusion of psychical objects from the sphere of 
physical existence occurs in the mind. "It is the logical separation of 
classes of objects with different attributes and relations and assigned 
to different spheres of existence” (210). 

Now consciousness is "not an object in the usual sense” and is 
"not psychical when the psychical is defined as a class of objects” 
(212) ; but neither is it physical. "It does not claim a position in 
space as a thing in causal relation with other things” (212). Con- 
sciousness is identifiable, however, with the whole field of an 
individual’s experience (215). More specifically, it is identifiable 
with experiencing as a process — as a process whose parts are con- 
sidered private and transient (216). So considered, consciousness is 
“personally toned" and "synthetii?’; "it is not directly conserved” 
and "is not a substance” (220). But It is not alien to the physical 
world (226). How is this to be understood? 

"When we assert that consciousness is not alien to the physical 
world as an existent, we do not mean that the same categories are 
applicable to the physical as known by the physical sciences and to 
consciousness, or that the physical as it 'is conceived by common 
sense or the naive scientist is logically classifiable with the psychical 
as this is conceived by common sense” (228). In order to under- 
stand the real nature of consciousness, Sellars maintains, we must 
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get back of the "superficial view of the physical which identifies 
the physical with the knowledge we have gained of it through the 
external sciences” j we must not try to identify die properties of a 
physical thit^ with the properties of consciousness, but must attempt 
"to enlarge our conception of the one so tliat it will include the other 
without a logical conflict” (229). 

Confronted with the choice of which one to enlarge as indicated — 
the physical (as ordinarily understood) or consciousness (as ordi- 
narily understood) — Sellars proceeds from the physical and makes 
it the pivot of his philosophical system. But the physical, if it is to 
lend itself to the desired enlargement, must not be identified simply 
with the extended and moving matter as studied by physics. Newness 
occurs in nature as it does in our experience (233) ; and die “new” 
cannot be reduced to the “old” in any absolute sense. “The biologist 
sees the rise of new organs in the animal kingdom, but his explana- 
tion of them consists in showing what function they perform and 
how this function is demanded by the relation of the organism to 
the environment. If evolution is to be taken seriously by science, the 
principle of continuity must not be taken to exclude newness” (234). 
If evolution is more than appearance, Sellars continues, then it 
“surely implies a change in the mode of activity of parts of nature” 
(235)-^which is but another way of saying that nature, far from 
being a “dead-level system,” “develops grades of causal activity as 
it evolves” (235). And if this is so, then “there is no adequate 
reason to deny that the physical world rises to the level of purposive 
activity and that consciousness is an immanently produced variant 
in such a physical world” (236). 

The conception of consciousness here indicated, Sellars believes, 
leads to a satisfactory solution of the body-mind problem. Only he 
who is ridden by a dogma, Sellars argues, can believe that the acts 
of a man are explained by physics and chemistry. To be sure, all 
brain-events involve chemical processes and are theoretically know- 
able by diemistry, But these chemical events have a context of 
conditions within which they occur and which acts as a control. 
“Until organic chemistry faces this problem of control, it cannot be 
said to deal adequately with the peculiar characteristic of behavior” 
(238). 

Consciousness as the total field of experience is a unit; but it is 
“a manifold as well as a unity.” !Tts parts are notionably separable 
even if not so existentially.” “It has depth, or an organization of 
levds, and extensiveness^ or the breadth of the field of objects and 
ideas experienced together” (242). The continuity of consciousness 
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at any one time is that of a “functional system dominated by a pur- 
pose or a conflict of purposes.” The manifold of consciousness is 
“an intensive manifold whose unity is conative and based on a 
synthesis of a peculiar kind in which the elements have no prior 
existence” (242). 

Consciousness is not a thing which takes its position alongside of 
other things; for it is a variant and not a substance (244). All our 
ideas associated with the extension of physical things are therefore 
inadequate if applied to consciousness. “Consciousness is not 
extended after the manner of a physical thing, for the very simple 
reason that it is not a physical thing*' (244). And yet, in a very real 
sense, consciousness is extended. “As a variant of the brain, it is in 
the brain” — but it is in the brain in a unique way (244). It is not 
in the physical as one physical thing is in another, but it “is the 
brain become consciousness” (244-24S). If we make an entity out of 
consciousness or out of its source, the sottl, “the tantalizing, because 
unsolvable, mind-body dualism appears” (245). But, Sellers argues, 
the mind-body problem is a pseudo-problem and disappears once 
the relation of consciousness to the brain is fully understood. The 
presence of consciousness in the brain, Sellars insists, is “not the 
relation of one thing to another, but the immanence of that part of 
reality which is our changing field of experience to the rest of the 
same existential part of the physical world” (246). Consciousness is 
in the brain in the sense that it is part of die nature of the brain 
when the brain is functioning. It is a “functional variant” of the 
cortex (247). “Its unity is that of the integrative activity of the 
brain whicli it helps to direct” (247) ; and “it is as extended as the 
brain is” (247). 

Sellars carefully distinguishes, however, between consciousness 
and mind — although he does not separate them. Mind, he says, 
“somehow flowers into consciousness, and consciousness seems to 
function as the means to the growth of mind” (251). Mind is con- 
serving and enduring, whereas consciousness is essentially adaptation 
and change. Yet consciousness is “fundamentally conditioned by 
mind as well as by the stimulus which comes to the organism 
from .the environment” (251). The mind, as distinguished from 
consciousness, is, for Sellars, “tlie tremendously complex system 
of sub-systems gradually built up during the lifetime of the indi- 
vidual upon the foundation, and with the assistance, of congenital 
capacities” (252). The unity of the mind is the unity of the brain 
as a functioning system, as an organ; and this unity of mind gives 
unity to the stream of consciousness (253). 



Ca».i8] CRITICAL REAUSM 453 

Sellars’s argument here anticipates the later development of his 
own system but adds little to the solution of epistemological problems 
under discussion at this time. 

5. Cognitive Dualism 

In the meantime the discussion of problems of cognition continued 
in the professional journals. J. B. Pratt called renewed attention to 
the monism-dualism U8ue,“ The dualist, he said, ’‘maintains merely 
that in perception we use not only our sense organs and nervous 
system, but also our perceptual images, and that if any one of these 
means or implements were lacking, perception would be impossible.” 

Spedal significance must be attached to the "perceptual images,” 
Pratt maintains, because each perceptual image is one of the tools 
used in perceiving an object. To have a percq>tual image is to per- 
ceive an object and to perceive it directly. “In having a perceptual 
image I do not perceive a perceptual image: I perceive ttie object, 
and I do so by means of the image. In like manner, in thinking of 
my friend, I do not think of the thought of my friend ; but I have a 
thought of him, a thought whicli means him and whidi (in both an 
intellectualistic and a pragmatic sense) corresponds to him.” Never- 
theless the perceptual image is in itself no more the object perceived 
than is my thought of my friend "my friend himsdi.” 

This initial argument Pratt followed up, in a second article,*® 
widi die contention that "consciousness and the world of physical 
objects in space are essentially different from each other in kind.” 
There is nothing unthinkable, he argues, in the real existence of an 
objective, three-dimensional space possessing tlie characteristics de- 
scribed by Euclid. Once this is granted, he goes on, "the existence 
of unconscious, unperceived physical objects occupying that space is 
perfectly conceivable." Furthermore, he continues, “there is no rea- 
son why such a physical world sliould not affect our minds in such 
a way as to malre inferential and mediate, but real knowledge per- 
fectly possible." As for the chasm between knowledge and reality, 
it is “really no greater for the dualist than it is for every idealist 
who will not consent to be a solipsist." 

Then with a special turn against Ralph Barton Perry, Pratt 
argues that the assertion of the subjectivity of values is inconsistent 
with the pan-obj«tivism of the neo-realists. “If, when values arise, 

1* Pratt, J. B., "The ConCewion of an Old Realiat," Jwnat of Phffotophy, Xlli 
(1916), 687-693. 

18 Pratt, J. B., "A Defease of Dualistie ReaUBm,** Jourwd of Philosophy, XIV 
<1917), 253-261. 
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something comes into existence which cannot be catalogued as a 
physical object nor a logical concept nor as any kind of neutral entity, 
but only as something which is absolutely dependent on consciousness 
and essentially subjective, then have you not already on your hands 
a very real dualism ?” 

The dualist, Pratt continues, can of course point to other facts 
also as evidence for his position. Thus it is extremely significant 
that innumerable different images may be derived from one physical 
object, either by different observers at the same time or by the same 
observer at different times; for if there are many different images 
of the same object, “it is hard to see how they can all be identically 
it," For example, "the image I get from a house when I am twenty 
feet from it and my image of it when at a distance of a mile" differ 
from each other so considerably, even when we confine our attention 
to size atone, that it is "manifestly impossible to identify them with 
each other," “How then can we identify both with the house ?" The 
laws of perspective provide no solution for the difficulty unless we 
accept an epistemological dualism which does not identify the images 
with the house itself. 

The pliysical and physiological facts of perception as such, accord* 
ing to Pratt, provide additional evidence in support of dualism; for 
if it be true, as all realists maintain, that there exist independent 
objects in tlie real space around us — objects with qualities of their* 
own — and if it be true also, as the physiologist contends, that "our 
percepts of these objects are mediated first by a series of physical 
processes in the space between the objects and our organisms, and 
secondly, by a series of physiological processes within our organisms," 
then "it is extremely difficult to see how the perceptual fact at the 
end of the series can be the physical object in external space which 
started the process going.” 

Consideration of the element of time in perception provides a 
corollary to die argument just stated. Since an appreciable amount 
of time must pass between my actual perception of an object and the 
invitation of the physicophysiological processes which culminate in 
the perception, the object which initiated these processes may itself 
no longer exist at the moment when I actually perceive “it." "How 
then can the past and possibly non-existent event be numerically 
identified with my present perception of it? How can the object 
whicli no longer exists be my undeniably present and actual per- 
ception?” 

The arguments in favor of dualism so far presented can be sup- 
plemented, according to Pratt, by arguments based upon the facts of 
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error and illusion. The double image, for example, "whidv one gets 
by pressing one eyeball is to be accounted for on strict physical lines ; 
yet that does not make it the less true that there is admittedly but one 
object and that there are demonstrably two images, and that the two 
images cannot be identically the one object." Only a dualistic inter- 
pretation, Pratt contends, can explain the facts in the case. 

This same theme of dualism was next taken up by Durant Drake.^* 
The burden of Drake's argument is to show that “the pathway of 
epistemological monism" is a cul-de-sac, and that realism does not 
imply monism. Drake's argument centers around the fact that (a) 
“contradictory qualities cannot coexist at the same point in space 
at the same time"; and that (b) “our sense-qualities exist at a time 
later than that of the events in the objects that cause them." Repeat- 
ing in all essentials Pratt's argument, Drake points out that the 
“time-difficulty" of monistic realism produces in certain cases of per- 
ceptual experience the significant result that “the object has utterly 
ceased to exist at the moment when the sense-quality exists in our 
experience," and in other cases the equally significant result that 
“our sense-qualities exist in our experience in a time-order different 
from that of the events in the outer object." “The impossibility that 
a sense-quality existing now in my experience should be numerically 
identical with any aspect of any object which no longer exists is so 
obvious diat the argument needs no emphasis.” - 


6. The Relation of Object to Subject 


■ If the arguments supporting a dualistic epistemology are accepted 
as valid, the relation of subject and object in the cognitive situation 
requires further clarification. An appearance, H. E. Bliss argued, 
“i$ neither a physical object, nor an idea, nor a distinct entity existent 
somewhere and somehow between the subject and the object, but an 
aspect, or st^e cf being, or action, in which or by which the object 
produces a spedjic correlaHve percipient state in the subject,'* The 
appearance, in other words, which Subsists only in this special cor- 
relation, is conditioned by the correlation' of physical to physiological 
and to psychological elements and actions. “Without the brain there 
would nevertheless be reflected light of specific qualities, which might 
impress the retina, but there would be no visual correlate. Without 

' - ' i 
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the eye there would be the wave of physical light from the object, 
and perhaps physiological stimulation of some other organ ; but tliere 
would not appeiO' a ‘visual image’ of this particular object.” Between 
the existent object and tlie correlative percept there exist thus vari- 
ous physical media and there occur physical actions, but there do 
not exist or occur “visual images,” or “appearances,” or “sense- 
data.” "Nor are the data of the senses given otherwise than as mental 
percepts arising from the specific cerebral sensations.” 

But if our percepts are not numerically identical with the real 
things, how then do we know that such things exist? Bliss admits 
the impossibility of proving the inferred existence of perceived ob- 
jects but, he maintains, this impossibility itself proves nothing but 
the uncertainty or fallibility of knowledge; “it does not disprove 
that the objects exist externally." That is to say, the impossibility 
of proving the existence of such objects does not prove that the ob- 
jects exist internally to the subject; it does not, therefore, destroy 
the realistic thesis. 

As Bliss sees it, the situation is this: Tlie “appearance” in per- 
ceptual experience is dependent upon the object; but it is also de* 
pendent upon there being a subject, or subjects, in cognitive relation 
to that object. The existence of the object, however, is not dependent 
upon appearance to a subject. “The subject conditions the percep- 
tioHj or the knowing, or die percept, or the subjective knowledge of 
tlie object, but the subject does not in any proper sense make or 
create the object. The object on tlie contrai'y determines and qualifies 
the subjective state.” 

Now if the subject plays a part in “conditioning” perception; what 
does it actually contribute to the nature of the percept ? At this point 
the traditional distinction between “primary” and “secondary” quali- 
ties again takes on special significance. Does the object, as such, 
possess all the sensory qualities which we experience in connection 
widi it? And if it does not, then what is there in the object that 
corresponds to the so-called secondary qualities? It is DelAguna’s 
contention that the experienced qualities of sensory experience can- 
not be reduced to quantitative terms. A harmonic interval, for ex- 
ample, is not a ratio, and a ratio is not a harmonic interval. “Sweet- 
ness and sourness are not roundness and sharpness, but distinctive 
qpatities ; and so likewise of the colors.” 

To be sure no qualitative change in experience takes place without 
motion; but this does not mean that the change is resolved into 

iQDeLaguna, Th., "On thf Distinction Between Frimnry nnd Seoondsty, QuaUtles,’* 
Jcmtal of PMhtophs, XV (1918), 113. 
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motion, “When a blue garment fades, an enormous number and 
variety of motions no doubt occur; but neitlier this fact nor any 
other can replace tire fact that the garment was blue and now is 
gray.” Despite the irreducibility of the sensory qualities, however, 
the object itself provides the basis for their occurrence. It possesses 
the “capacity for affording sensations belonging to a certain sense 
department, the sensations themselves varying in quality or intensity 
with the var3dng external or physiological conditions.” 

Can die so-called primary qualities ^ explained in the same way? 
On first examination, DeLaguna points out, it seems that an affirma- 
tive answer may be given to this question. A length of an inch, to 
use a specific example, is a “determinable possibility of sensations, 
namely, such sensations as those by which, under various conditions, 
we perceive that a thing is an inch long.” “Straightness, roundness, 
squareness are permanent possibilities of the sensations which we 
experience when we perceive that tilings are straight or round or 
square.” And two objects have the same size or shape if, under any 
and every condition of observation, which is identical for both, they 
occasion identical sensations. It would seem, then, that the primary 
and secondary qualities are really all of a kind, and that the explana- 
tion of one is also an explanation of the other. 

However, as DeLaguna shows, this description of the primary 
qualities as possibilities of sensation is manifestly insufficient. “It 
fails to take account of the fact that in the determination of sensations 
the primary qualities have a double significance; first, as the potenti- 
ality of the sensations by which the primary qualities are themselves 
perceived, and secondly, as determining conditions of all sensations 
whatsoever.” The relationriiip of the secondary and primary quali- 
ties must therefore be restated. 

Now the objective colors, tones, etc., i.e., the so-called secondary 
qualities, as attributed to the things, are measurable only in terms of 
primary qualities. “The objective color we specify by wave-length, 
refractive index, etc. ; the objective pitch, by frequency of vibration ; 
the objective temperature, by. the volume ^ the fluid, etc. To this 
extent the objective conditions of the perceived colors, tones, and 
temperatures merge with those of' perceived figures and forces ; and 
the old primary qualities remain in a special sense primary after all.” 

The object-subject telation in cognition was discussed from a still 
different angle by A. K.- Kogers.^^ The knowledge situation, accord- 
ing to Rogers, involves foj a perceived object — -“the real thing with 

U Rogera, A. K,, "Easence attd SxistenM," PhilotoPhteal Review, XXVIII (1919), 
239. 
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its status in the world of reality independent of the knowledge rela^ 
tion”; and (b) a perceiving subject — an “entity belonging to the 
realm of psychological experience,” a "state of consciousness, or 
psychical state, as an existent” But in the knowledge situation there 
are also "meanings” or "ideas” ; and "meanings” have two different 
aspects: (a) "A meaning is distinctly 'our’ meaning”; it belongs in 
some sense to the realm of psychological experience; and (b) & 
meaning appears to have "a non-psycliological objectivity.” To over- 
look this distinction is bound to lead to a misinterpretation of the 
knowledge relation itself. 

In conformance with the distinctions just made, Rogers regards 
perceptual experience as "a process of recognizing, implicitly, a cer- 
tain character or essence as belonging to an object, or to a real 
existent.” The existent in question is "something that is not imme- 
diately apprehended or that does not enter literally in its hodily 
presence into the flow of direct psychological experience.” If the 
actual object were literally enclosed within the knowing experience, 
then "it would be bound in so far to exist precisely as it is known, 
and error would be impossible.” On the otlier hand, the specific com- 
plex of qualities and relations which cliaracterize ^e object — ^which 
is the essence of the object-^must "somehow be immediately grasped, 
or intended, or apprehended, or given” ; otherwise knowledge would 
be impossible. The “essences,” however, are not "embodied” in 
things merely but pertain also to the subject, "Somehow they are 
'ideas of ours,' which we can hold before the mind, and attribute on 
occasion to various ‘things.’ ” 

The essential facts in the knowledge relation, as Rogers sees them, 
may be summarized thus: “The foundation of knowledge is to be 
found in the variously qualified psychical experiences — color sensa- 
tions, sound sensations, and the like — which arise in connection with 
the action of the outer world on die organism under specifiable a>n- 
ditions.” These qualitative effects as such are passive and, if taken 
alone, do not constitute Imowledge. "But the organism has another 
and more aggressive side. It is constituted by outward-going im- 
pulses, which need for their expression the material of the out^ 
world, And this relationship of active tension in which the organism 
stands to a world which it finds only indirectly amenable- to its- own - 
purposes, is that which translates itself into the inner life as a refer- 
ence to, an acceptance of, a real extra-experiential universe of exist- 
ents. It is not that 'we reawn to, or infer, such a fact beyond experi- 
ence; the belief is rather an assumption which we make by instinct, 
since only by taking it for granted that we are in relation to realities 
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on which the needs of life depend should we be able to maintain our- 
selves alive at all. And we do not simply react to this world, but we 
have an intellectual or conscious recognition of its being there as 
something to be taken into account.” Rogers, in this argument, an- 
ticipates a line of reasoning which, in time, was made famous through 
Santayana’s phrase, “animal faith,” 

If Rogers’s argument is accepted as valid, then an “object” must 
be regarded as “constituted by a group of the characters with which 
experience makes us familiar, plus the instinctive sense diat there is 
something present of which we have to take account.” This "in- 
stinctive sense” that “there is something present” is thus “an inner 
transcript or interpretation of that state of muscular tension which 
is conditioned by our nature as active beings dependent on an en- 
vironing world, while the characters are used — also instinctively — 
to give to this [“something”] specific form.” In our reflective mo- 
ments, finally, we abstract the “essence” from its “existence” or 
“thinghood,” and "direct attention to it just as an essence, or ab- 
stract character, or universal.” 

7. Perception and Its F’unction in the Knowledge Relation 

It was evident by now that the problem of perception was the 
basic problem of critical realism, and that it had to be clarified and 
solved. As Pratt put it,^ “the difficulties of accounting for illusion 
on the one hand, and for veridical perception on the other are, in fact, 
the Scylla and C^arybdis upon one or the other of which the realistic 
barge seems somehow bound to go to pieces.” 

It is Pratt’s conviction that “no theory of perception can tong 
remain satisfactory which does not specifically recognize that in every 
case of external perception we consciously apprehend the object as 
^exercising a motor activity and as having a continuous existence.’ ’’ 
Perception, according to Pratt, has two aspects — ^the sensory and 
ideational content, and the meaning and outer reference. “It is an 
exaggerated intellectualism in our psychology which has tended to 
exhaust perception in the percept; the percept is there not so much 
for its own sake as for the sake of guiding our action upon the ex- 
ternal environment. Its function is to act as a symbol of the object 
which we mean, and to which we intend to react but which is seldom 
or never identical whh it.” We must cease to confuse that whidi is 
before the mind, tliat which is meant and reacted to, with that which 
is within the mind, the pS 3 K;hic state or datum. The function of the 

Pratt, J, ''Realism abd Perception/' Journal of Philosophy, XVI (1919), 596. 
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percept is to stand for and point to the object. It is that by means 
of which we perceive the object but is not the object itself, 

The difficulties which neo-reaiism has found in the explanation of 
error and illusion, Pratt points out, “flow from a fundamental mis- 
interpretation of perception.” If the object perceived is numerically 
identical with the percept, as neo-realists maintain that it is, then it 
is “inconceivable that I should ever be mistaken about it.” A proper 
interpretation of the nature of perception and the function of the 
percept will at least enable us to escape this difficulty. 

Apparently, then, the success or failure of the new venture in 
realism depended upon the refutation of epistemological monism; i.e., 
it dq^nded upon ffie refutation of all doctrines which identify per- 
cept and object perceived. Rogers, therefore, now re-examined “the 
case against dualism.”^" It is true, Rogers concedes, that “on the 
theory of representationalism there is always an academic possibility 
of doubt as to the correctness of our knowledge [of things] ; but 
academic doubt is not practical doubt — ^the only thing worth worry- 
ing about,” To be sure we cannot know things except through the 
idea, but it is not through the idea alone, as a psychological existent, 
that we know them; there is also “our active relationship with 
things.” “And is it not conceivable that the acceptance of certain 
characters in which instinctively we are led to clothe the world — a 
world we believe in because of its relation to our active needs — might 
rationally find itself justified in so far as it worked, practically, or 
through its logical consistency with other beliefs that also work?” 
It is a contradiction, of course, to suppose that something can be in 
experience whicli is not experienced, but, according to Rogers, it is 
not a contradiction that something can be known which is not ex- 
perienced; for it may be known in the sense of “being referred to.” 
“Of course the referring is experienced, and also the Wture’ of that 
whidi is referred to. But why should it be a priori impossible to have 
an active belief in the existence of something not now present, 
though its supposed nature may be present, or apprehended, or 
‘given’ ?” Anyhow, Rogers continues, we have such beliefs, and “at 
least the meaning of sucli a belief is not a contradiction in terms.” 


8. Dissenmon Among Critical Realists 

As the discussion in the professional journals continued, it became 
evident ffiat basic differences of opinion prevailed among the critical 
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realists themselves despite their united front against idealism, neo- 
realism, and pragmatism. Strong’s doctrine of "essences,” for ex- 
ample, found no complete acceptance among his colleagues. Rogers 
spoke for others as well as for himself when he subjected Strong’s 
theory to vigorous criticism.” 

As Rogers sees it, Strong is committed to the doctrine "that in 
knowledge we are, through the instrumentality of a psychical state, 
affirming the presence, in an object independent of the knowing ex- 
perience, of an abstract logical essence,” and that "this objective 
essence alone, and neither the object nor the essence’s own ‘given- 
ness' ” is “given” or immediatdy apprehended, ' In what sense, 
Rogers asks, is the “essence” “given” ? / 

Strong, as may be remembered, accepts the generally realistic 
thesis that there is an “object as the independent real to which knowl- 
edge is directed.” Now if the essence also is an object, then, Rogers 
argues, despite all we may say about its nonexistence and its nonpsy- 
chicai character, we must inevitably think of the essence as a “shadowy 
image hovering before the mind” and taking the place of the real 
thing as the primary knowledge reference. We should then have 
mo objects on our hand, and the problem of adjusting them with 
respect to each other. We would be falling back into those traditional 
forms of dualism to which Strong himself strenuously objects. Ac- 
cording to Rogers, this is precisely what happens when Strong speaks 
of “the essence as the object without its existence; of the ‘object as 
an essence’ being given in sense perception; and of the possibility of 
an object being given which does not exist.” 

As Rogers views the knowledge situation, “the object is there In 
the sense that we feel ourselves directly in a practical or motor rela- 
tionship to it.” Its presence reduces “to this tingling sense of active 
tension, of actual or potential adjustment, through which I realize 
my self as conditioned by, or dependent on, something which stands 
in active causal relationship to my body.” “The presence of the 
object is the presence of that which I instinctivdy recognize as able 
to affect my welfare as an organism.” The ability to insure practical 
consequences is a real thing; and “the recognition is brought home 
to me by the tendency to muscular response which characterizes of ne- 
cessity my dealings with my physical environment.” Apart from 
this muscular response, Rogers maintains, “there would be no 
‘thing’ in my experience, but only a variously toned field of sensuous 
feeling.” Consequendy, “whenever the diing-aspect of experience is 

W Rogers, A. K., "Ftttfessor Strong's Theory ot 'Essence,' " JeHfttni 0 / Philosophy, 
XVI (1920), 61-71. 



46 a PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch.*8 

evolved we have, not essence and consciousness, but real existence 
and cognition.” 


9. Essays in Critical Realism 

In 1920 the leading critical realists — ^Durant Drake, Arthur 0. 
Lovejoy, James Bissett Pratt, Arthur IC Rogers, George Santayana, 
Roy Wood Sellars, and C. A. Strong — published the Essays in Crit~ 
iced Realistttj A Co-operative Study of the Problem of Knowledge. 
In function and importance this book corresponds to the cooperative 
work of the neo-realists. The New Realism (1912). Like its neo- 
realUtic predecessor, it sets forth in concise form the basic tenets 
accepted by all critical realists; but, also like its predecessor, it reveals 
a fundamental disagreement among the realists themselves. It is the 
high-water mark in the flood-stream of American realism. A few 
years after its publication the critical realists are sharply and hope- 
lessly divided into two major camps, and metaphysical doctrines 
rather than problems of knowledge stand in the foreground of real- 
istic debate. 

The critical realists are convinced that “everything is as if realism 
were true” ; and that “the or tj is so strong that we may consider our 
instinctive and actually inescapable belief justified” (6).“ To be sure 
there are degrees of knowledge even for the realists (163) ; but the 
minimum of realism is the presumption that “perception and thought 
refer to some object not the mere experience of perceiving and think- 
ing,*’ and the maximum of realism is “the assurance that everything 
ever perceived or thought of existed apart from apprehension and 
exactly in the form in which it is believed to exist” (163). ■ Under- 
lying this realism is the union of two instinctive assumptions; “first, 
that knowledge is transitive, so that self-existing things may become 
the chosen objects of a mind that identifies and indicates them; 
second, that knowledge is relevant, so tlrat the thing indicated may 
have at least some of the qualities that the mind attributes to it” 
(163). Both assumptions are necessary to the validity of knowledge. 
If relevancy were denied, no conception could be regarded as desig- 
nating a real object. Neither place, date, relation, or anything- else 
could then be ascribed to an' object, and the object itself would be 
reduced to an "unknowable” (168-169). If transitiveness were de- 
nied, thought and its'object would be identical; “the object could 
neither subsist when not known nor become the object of any other 

SI All referetices are to tiie Bsjays in Ciiiicaf All quotations by permls- 

■Ion of The Macmillan Compatiy, pufadlshers. 
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thought than the one which now knows it”; and under such condi' 
tions knowledge itself would “perish" (169). On the other hand, 
if it can be shown that transcendence and. relevance are achieved in 
particular instances, then a realistic position has been justified — ^so at 
least we are told in the Essays ( 169). 

Santayana contends that there are three proofs of realism, three 
proofs that our knowledge “claims to be, and actually is, in some 
measure, both transitive and relevant” (169). The first is a “bio- 
logical proof" (169-173). “Animals in pursuing, touching, or re- 
coiling from surrounding things, evidently know them. This knowl- 
edge is transitive, since the things known exist side by side with the 
animal they stimulate, and prior to the reaction and perception which 
they occasion. This knowledge is also relevant, no matter what sen- 
sible essence may be called up by it before the mind, since such es- 
sences are the apparent qualities of the thing perceived” (172). 

The second proof of realism is “psychological" (173-177). There 
are human minds, apart from our idea of them; centers of progressive 
experience responding to “successive shocks or sensations." This 
knowledge of “other minds" is not only transitive but it is relevant 
as well. But perhaps even more important is the vitally necessary 
belief in time. “A living being, enduring the flux of events and living 
in constantly varying retrospect and expectation, especially a breath- 
less, busy, hopeful, experimenting modern, can hardly bring himself 
to doubt that the very past he recalls was once present, and that the 
very future he expects and works for may become present in due 
time; but this belief is the purest and most radical instance of real- 
ism" (176). 

The third proof of realism is “logical" (178-183). “Even ideal 
contemplation is realistic. The relevance of Imowledge in this case is 
absolute, since our object is simply what we happen to think of. The 
transitiveness of knowledge is wanting in some sense, since the object 
does not exist materially, but in another sense is complete, because 
this ideal object is immutable" (183). 

If the broad principle of realism is accepted, a question arises 
concerning the status and function' of the objects or data of imme- 
diate' experience. Our data of perception, Drake argues, are not 
“actual portions, or selected aspects, of the objects perceived" — as 
maintained by neo-realistS./ “They are character-complexes (= es- 
sences), 'irresistibly taken, in the moment of perception, to be the 
characters of. existing outer objects" (20). In reflection, the two 
aspects of perception, the appearance of the character-complex and 
the (implicit) aflirmation erf its outer existence, must be distin- 
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guished “For the belief in its existence may be mistaken, while the 
character that appears does really appear. In so far as perception is 
veridical, the diaracters that appear are the characters of physical 
objects. But there is never a guarantee, in tite moment of perception, 
that they really are the characters of any outer existent; there is 
always the theoretic possibility that they are merely i m aginary or 
hallucinatory data” (20). 

Are the ^aracter-complexes or essences “mental states”? Drake, 
Rogei's, Strong, and Santayana maintain that tliey are not, Lovejoy, 
Pratt, and Sellars hold a somewhat different view. All critical real- 
ists agree that “what is 'given’ is what is grasped in knowledge, what 
is contemplated, the starting-point for discourse; and that what we 
thus contemplate (are aware of) is, in the case of perception, some- 
thing outward, appareittly the very physical object itsdf. This outer 
existent, however, is not literally grasped, as the neo-realists sup- 
pose; only its wkat, its . , , character, is grasped” (20, n.l). As 
far as Drake, Rogers, Strong, and Santayana are concerned, the 
“datum,” that which is “given” or is "present to my mind,” in per- 
ception is “the essence of 'such and such a mental state’ ” (21 ; 223- 
244). "Mental states” exist as much as do “physical objects” (26) ; 
but the data of experience (sense-data, memory-data, thought-data, 
etc.) are "merely cliaracter-coraplexes, logical entities, not another 
set of existents to find a locus for in the world of existence” (25). 
Lovejoy, Pratt, and Sellars, on the other hand, hold that “what is 
'given’ is, in all cases, and in toto in each case, the character of the 
mental existent of the moment” (21, n.l ; 85-113). 

The difference of position which is here apparent was at first re- 
garded by the realists themselves as merely a “terminological” dif- 
ference, i.e., as a mere divergence m the use of the terms “given,” 
“datum,” etc. "Some of us,” Drake argued, “speak of as 'given’ of 
only those traits that are traits of the mental existent of the moment — 
traits, that is, that have actual, literal, psychological existence. The 
rest of us indude in the term the traits apprehended as bdonging to 
the object, through the attitude, or reaction, of the organism. Ac- 
cording to the latter usage ... the datum is, qua datum, a mere es- 
sence, an imputed but not necessarily actual existent” (21, n.). In 
time this “divergence in terminology” became a fundamental deavage 
in metaphysics; but about this more will be said in later sections. 

How do the critical realists conceive the possibility of Imowledge? 
Pratt argues that “in every act of perception the quality-group 
[character-complex] which one finds, or of which one is aware 
directly, means more tlian it is”; tliat “as a result of all one’s past 
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experience it has come to stand for an active entity, which is inevita- 
bly thought of as something more than just these qualities” (95). 
The quality-group, in other words, is not the object of perception 
but the means by which we perceive (97). “To have a percept is 
to perceive” (97). Perception thus occupies a “fundamental position 
in any theory of knowledge.” It is cognitive because of its outer 
reference (97). Sut there are more complete and sophisticated forms 
of knowing in which this “attribution” or outer reference is made 
more explicit (98). “Knowledge in the full sense is a certain kind 
of 'opinion.’ It makes an assertion about something and is therefore 
always mediate in its nature” (98). It involves transcendence. 

According to this view “an opinion is true if what it is talking 
about is constituted as the opinion asserts it to be constituted, And 
as to the means of judging whether or not an opinion is true, the 
critical realist has nothing novel or ingenious to suggest, but merely 
points to the common methods of experience and reasoning which 
scientists, historians, judges, juries, and business men regularly use” 
(99). According to this version of realism, “the mind’s object is 
not its content,” for “illusion may be taken for perception and error 
for knowledge, and the ultimate nature of reality itself may be very 
difficult, or even impossible, to discover” (104). Nevertheless, the 
critical realist does maintain that “by far the most reasonable con- 
struction of the facts of experience points to the three following 
conclusions : (i) that there are other minds or centers of experience 
beside his own, and that there are also existent physical entities 
independent of the minds that know them, but which stand in some 
sort of causal relation to these minds”; “(ii) that we human beings 
are so coordinated with the rest of nature that when our psycliological 
organisms are acting normally our percepts refer to and (in a prag- 
matic and functional sense) correspond with existent entities which 
are not part of our mental content; and (iii) that we can make these 
various independent entities tlie objects of our thought, and by rea- 
soning upon our experiences can come to conclusions about them 
which are true and which deserve the name of knowledge” (105). 

As will be remembered, one of the great stumbling blocks in the 
path of neo-realism, the insurmountable difficulty which entailed the 
ruin of the earlier realism, was the problem of error. The critical 
realists have a ready solution for this problem. As Rogers puts it: 
'?When we ‘l^ow* an object^- we are assigning a certain ’essence’ — 
a character or group of characters — ^to some reality existing inde- 
pendently of the knowledge-process.' And as truth is the identity of 
this essence with the actual character of the reality referred to, so 
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error stands for the lack of such agreement, and the ascribing of an 
ideal character to vrhat we are mistaken in supposing to be real, or 
the ascribing to a reality of a wrong character instead of a right one” 
(117-118). 

Taking it all in all, the critical realists hold that knowledge is "the 
insight into the nature of the object that is made possible by the 
contents which reflect it in consciousness” (200). Whereas naive 
and neo- realism make "the impossible claim to intuit the object” 
directly, critical realism is "satisfled to admit the fact of causal medi- 
ation while yet proclaiming that the object aflirmed and intended is 
known in terms of the content presented to the knowing sell" (200). 
The content has cognitive value ; it is relevant to the object i it "offers 
us the fundamental categories, such as time, space, structure, rela- 
tions and behavior, in terms of which we think the world” (200- 
201). "To postulate the validity of these categories is ipso facto to 
assert that knowledge-content gives us the constitution of the world” 
(201) ; but that world itself exists beyond, prior to, and as the 
causal condition of, the content of consciousness as such (206-219). 

10, Critical Reaction 

After the publication of the Bssays in Critical Realism we witness 
the gradual destruction and disintegration of critical realism as an 
epistemological doctrine. In an initial review of the situation, B. H. 
Bode summed up critical realism in this way "Knowledge takes 
place by means of a datum or ‘given,’ This datum, which is denoted 
variously as 'quality-complex’ and ‘essence,’ is not an existence, but 
something more in die nature of a meaning or what Bradley calls a 
‘floating adjective.’ ” The "essence” of a percept is the "what" of 
a percept as divorced from its "that” — "its entire concrete nature, 
including its sensible characters, but not its existence.” This doctrine 
of "essences,” Bode maintains, is the central feature of critical real- 
ism. "It is by means of this doctrine that the position undertakes to 
avoid the errors of its predecessors." 

Since the "essence” is not an existence, "it cannot be identified 
with outer reality, after the manner of neo-realism, though it can be 
affirmed of outer reality.” If it is so aflirmed, tlien the reality of 
.which the essence is affirmed becomes the' object of Icnowledge— « 
thesis which is contrary to the assertion of "copyism” that. the im- 
mediate object of Imowledge is a mental state. 'Hie essence, in other 
words, is a means but not an object of knowledge. 

' ~^SSBgde, B: H:, "Critical Renllim.” Journal of PMItuephs, XtK (1923), 6S-78, 
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To the critical realist, Bode points out, the experienced datum is 
not merely a symbol of other experiences W a warrant for tlie belief 
in an outer existence, However, it is not clear just how the datum 
functions in this connection. Critical realists say that we pass to 
outer existence "instinctively” because “the sense of the outer ex- 
istence of the essences is indistinguishaUy fused with their appear- 
ance.” "Tliinghood and perception go together.” But passives such 
as these, Bode argues, suggest that the reference to outer exist- 
ence is somehow part and parcel of the datum. And yet we are told 
by critical realists that "when the datum is said to exist, sometliing 
is added to it which it does not and cannot contain,” 

Critical realism has criticized "copyism” for attempting to pass 
from the given experience to outer existence by a process of infer- 
ence. But the same criticisim. Bode finds, is applicable to tlie critical 
realist’s attempt to justify the belief in mental states by a process of 
inference. "In the presence of the historic tradition which requires 
that mind be isolated from its object by a gulf whidi can be traversed 
only by a claim, Critical Realism lays aside all its sophistication and 
shows a striking capacity for simple faith.” 

At this point John Dewey, who had so far devoted most of his 
efforts to a clarification and formulation of his own position, entered 
the discussion,^’ Quite apart from pragmatism, he maintained, an 
empiricist "will feel logically bound to call nothing knowledge which 
does not admit of verification.” To the empiricist, even judgments 
about the past remain hypothetical until verified: and the verification 
of such judgments can take place only in some present or future ex- 
perience. "Only when the past event which is judged is a going con- 
cern having effects still directly observable are judgment and knowl- 
edge possible.” The Sharp and fixed line, therefore, which Lovejoy 
has drawn between the meaning of the past and the so-called means 
of verification is largely fictitious. "So far as the meaning is wholly 
of and in the past, it cannot be recovered for knowledge.” The true 
object of a judgment ahoiU a past event is a "past-event-having-a- 
connection-continuing-into-the-present-and-future.” "The past by it- 
self and the present by itself are both arbitrary selections which 
mutilate the complete. object of judgment” As Dewey stes it, the 
point of Lovejoy’s argument is that isolated, self-complete things are 
truly objects of knowledge: whereas Dewey’s own theory denies the 
validity of this conception. 


W Dewey, j., "Realism Witliouf Monism or DoaUsm,” Joimw/ of PMlosophy, XIX 
(192a). 309-317. 
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Clarifying further his cwn position, Dewey contends that, "short 
of verificatory objects directly present, we have not knowledge, but 
inference whose content is hypotiteticd/* This hypothetical content 
is a "candidate or claim to knowledge” which must be tested and 
verified before it can be accepted as knowledge proper. The test, 
according to Dewey, is found in "what is Anally immediatdy present, 
which has a meaning because of prior mediating whidi it would not 
otherwise have.” We thus again encounter a “union of immediate 
and mediate Icnowledge, instead of their sharp distinction.” Tradi- 
tional dualism, on the other hand, takes the undoubted logical duality 
between data and meanings, and gets into an epistemological predica- 
ment by transforming this duality into an existential dualism, into a 
separation of two radically diverse orders of being. 

Lovejoy at once took up this challenge.^* He maintained that 
“the complete 'object* of any genuine piece of verified knowledge of 
the past is a past having effects, direct or indirect, surviving in the 
present.” That is to say, continuity — usually of the causal sort — 
with the present is “undeniably a part of the meaning of the experi- 
ence 'known past event’ ” But, Lovejoy argues, the part is not the 
whole ; “and it is upon a distinction so simple as this that Mr, Dewey’s 
first argument breaks down.” “For the matter at issue has to do 
solely with that part of the total object of a judgment about the past 
which is past.” 

Criticism of the new form of realism now came from another 
quarter, J. R Turner pointed out’* that the crucial test of a realistic 
epistemology is its treatment of the process and content of perception. 
The Essays in Critical Realism, Turner argues, condudes with a 
“lack of absolute certainty” — a lack not merely occasional but eternal ; 
for the realists assert that “what we contemplate is, in die case of 
perception, apparenHy the very physical object itself” — apparently, 
but not necessarily. “This outer existence,” Turner quotes the real- 
ists as saying, “is not literally grasped.” The difficulty which here 
arises springs from a distinction which is fundamental — the distinc- 
tion, namely, between "characteristics of objects" and “objects them- 
selves.” “(^racteristics” appear to us; ''objects themselves,” on the 
other hand, "do not get within our consciousness.” 

In their attempt to overcome the difficulty here alluded to, the 
critical realists, so Turner shows, become involved in self-contradio^ 
tions. For example, on the one hand the realists maintain that ”we 

94 Lovejoy, A. O., "Time, Meatilng, and Transcendeuee,’' Jour^uU of PUlotopliS, 
XIX (1932). I, S0S-5t5: II, S33-541. 

^4 Turner, J. E„ "The Fftlture of Critical Realism,” Monitt (1922), 395-411. 
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directly perceive — ^the character of objects” ; but on the other hand 
diey also maintain that “what we perceive is — ^the outer object itself.” 
If these two statements are taken togetlier, Turner argues, then 
“objects” and “character of objects” are, for perception, identical. 
But if this is the case, then the distinction between object and charac- 
teristics disappears and it is difficult to see how it could ever arise. 
For the realist, therefore, it becomes necessary to examine the ground 
for asserting the real existence of objects, as distinct from their 
apparent, or perceived, or known, characteristics. 

Now the realist's assertion of the real existence of objects rests 
on an intuitive feeling or belief. “We instinctively feel tliese appear- 
ances to be the characters of real objects.” But, Turner points out, 
it is the peculiar task of philosophy to criticize such bases for belief; 
and “having once undertaken this examination, philosophy cannot, 
as philosophy^ rest finally upon any basis which is merely instinctive 
and nothing more.” Its contentions must stand the test of rational 
analysis. 

AH realism. Turner continues, must ultimately rest upon percep- 
tion and its content — exactly as does naive realism; and if this is so, 
then a crucial alternative arises : Either the content of perception is — 
as naive realism regards it — itself ultimate physical reality, or it is 
not ultimate physical reality. If the negative alternant is accepted, a 
further alternative arises: Either uUinuite physical reality is never 
ontologically identical with the content of perception, i.e., it is nou- 
menal, or we must fall back once more upon an instinctive, but non- 
philosopliical, belief in the existence of physical reality; for physical 
reality is now never presented as the content of perception; and 
since it cannot possibly appear to us in any other way, we believe in 
its existence simply and solely because we cannot help doing so; i.e., 
we believe its existence instinctively. 

Critical realism thus faces a dilemma. “If it maintains its uni- 
versal distinction between physical things themselves beyond our con- 
sciousness, and their perceived or apparent characteristics, then it 
becomes a noumenalism. But if ... it founds its affirmation of the 
known existence of ph3rsical reality on instinctive belief, then it for- 
feits all title to be regarded as a philosophic system.” If, nevertheless, 
critical realism still claims to be philosophy, it can be at best only a 
philosophy of the content of perception — ^“ihis content being, con- 
fessedly, always distinct from ultimate physical reality itself.” The 
Scylla of naive realism is thus “inevitably overwhelmed in the 
Charybdis of subjectivism,” from which the critical realist “attempts 
to escape on a crazy raft of rqtresentationism.” 
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"It seems to me,” Turner concludes his argument, "that the two 
principles which in conjunction form the basis of Critical Realism — 
tliat is, the subjectivity or internality of all perceptual content, and 
the physical nature (in the sense of naive realism) of the things or 
objects perceived — cannot logically be held at the same time; the 
maintenance of either necessarily involves the abandonment of the 
other.” If all tlie physical qualities of the naive realist are truly mere 
character complexes which constitute subjective content, then phys- 
ical things cannot be perceived. On the other hand, if physical ^ings 
are perceived — ^in die sense of naive realism — then some concessions 
must be made to its standpoint as a serious theory of knowledge; 
that is to say, “qualities” experienced must then be regarded not 
merely as representative or reproductive or reflective of the thing, 
but as ontologically identical with it. 

But if naive realism is repudiated and if a distinction is rnttHw 
between die thing and experienced characteristics, then we find our- 
selves in a quandary. "If the object’s characteristic is not black, in 
the same way as the content is black, then what is it? Obviously we 
cannot tell; our ignorance is complete and final, for we can neither 
perceive nor conceive its quality or nature; which means that the 
thing is, to that degree, a noumenon and perception a pure mis- 
nomer.” 

The critical reaction to critical realism still gathered momentum. 
C. E. M. Joad pointed out that “in theory, critical realism is one 
doctrine to whidi the seven American professors unanimously sub- 
scribe; in fact, it comprises at least two distinct doctrines, each of 
which contradicts the other.”*" Of these two doctrines, the theories 
of Drake and Santayana, respectively, may be talcen as representative. 

The objections to Drake’s theory (and its equivalents) Joad states 
thus : "The theory involves a relationship between two entities which 
exist and one which subsists. The entities which exist are die mental 
state of the knowing mind and die object: the entity which subsists 
is the datum or character complex which forms the content of the 
knowing mind. Now the analysis of perception is such that it re- 
quires us to hold that the object is never, and can never under any 
circumstances, be directly perceived. . . . But if this- is so, in what 
sense are the objects perceived at all?” The difficulty here, according 
to Joad, is simply the old difficulty whlcli discredited the philosophy 
of Locke. .The, "object” of Drake’s theory iS’but the "substance” of 
Locke’s doctrine, and die critical realism of Drake is but the reprc- 
sentationalism of Lobke. - 


ss Joad, C. E. M., "A CritlcUm of Critical SealUm," MottUt fl922}, 520-529, 
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In his criticism of Santayana’s doctrine of intermediary ''es- 
sences,” Joad first points out the wide divergence of tl\is theory 
from that of Drake. For Drake the datum is literally a product 
of our imagination. It is "projected” or “imagined” as being “out 
there,” and the circumstance of its being imagined becomes a most 
essential part about its nature, the very cause of its being. In short, 
for Drake, the datum is “a mental construction which when we are 
lucky is identical with the characteristic of the so-called object.” For 
Santayana, on the other hand, the datum is a logical essence, “a 
quality which is permanent and f^ven.” It is outside the flux of 
temporal events, and is changed neither by becoming a datum or by 
being abandoned for another, “In experiencing a datum we are in 
fact becoming acquainted with an identity which subsists independ- 
ently of our acquaintance, an entity which is immutable and eternal.” 

But Santayana's doctrine also encounters difficulties. In the first 
place it reduces the occurrence of perception to a mere accident; 
for, according to Santayana, perception happens “when our erring 
thoughts light up the intrinsic possibilities.” We are not told by 
Santayana “tliat for each object there subsists a corresponding datum 
or series of data, and that by some queer alchemy an influence exerted 
by the object makes us perceive not the object but the corresponding 
datum.” Had we been told this, Joad continues, we should have a 
theory of perception that possessed some relationship with Dralce's 
doctrine. But in diat case neither Drake nor Santayana would be 
able to explain how it is possible that we perceive erroneously. “For 
if the cause, and the only possible cause of the perception of a datum 
is the influence upon the brain of an object possessing characteristics 
which are those of the datum perceived, how comes it that in error 
we perceive data which ex hypothesi are not the characteristics of any 
object? Whence come these data?” But if we hold with Santayana 
that the realm of essences is lying out there waiting to become the 
content of our experience, and that therefore our object is simply 
what we happen to think of, then we are forced, Joad contends, to 
the conclusion that .the objects of all possible perceptions already 
subsist in tlieir infinite multiplicity waiting to become our data when 
we light upon them. In this case, however, "we are faced with a 
refusal to apply .Occam's razor of the most extravagant kind." 

Drake's theory — or, rather, the realism it represents — was now 
singled out by A. W. Moore fOr further criticism.^ The essences 
which we refer to the World about us are not really there, according 

W Moore, A. W., "Some Logicel Aipects at Critlcsl Realuin," Imrual of PkilosopAy, 
XIX (1922), '589-596. ' 



PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA 


47a 


[Ch.i8 


to Drake, "except in so far as they really were there before percep' 
tion took place/’ In so far as secondary and tertiary qualities and 
most of the primary qualities are concerned, "they are never there at 
all/' And this, Moore contends, "is certainly a queer looking real- 
ism.” "Over and over we are told that it is the heart of the doctrine 
of realism that the wliat of the object, tliat is, its qualities and char- 
acter, are given in the essences. But when all the secondary and 
tertiary, and most of the primary qualities are thrown out of the 
what, we begin to wonder just what ‘what’ is left.” 

Sellars, adhering to a view of realism which, in a general way, 
coincides with that of Dralce, ventures to give a list of qualities which 
belong to the object itself. He says that "time, space, structure, 
causal relations, behavior, are the only essences wliidi can belong to 
the object in case of veridical perception.” This is a fairly substantial 
list; but, Moore contends, "its difficulties are proportionately numer- 
ous.” If time and space and all the primary qualities are put into 
the "essence,” what is left to constitute the "existence” of the object? 
"What is an existence that is neither of nor in time and space? How 
does it differ from subsistence?” And if the primary qualities are 
essences, "what is the difference between the physical object as i^ys- 
ical, and the mental state?” 

"In view of all the hard things said by critical realists about the 
‘copy-theory’ of naive realism and die ‘identity* theory of neo-realism 
and idealism,” Moore argues, "the critical realist’s definition of truth 
as consisting in identity of essences, or of the reproduction in a mental 
state of die essence of the physical object, has a queer look.” "While 
the object of perception must remain unlike the essence, we get truth 
only in so far as the latter ‘reproduces’ and is identical with the 
essence of the physical object.” That is to say, according to the thesis 
of the critical realists, "the essence must be unlike its object, but it 
can be true only as it is not only like but identical with the essence 
of the object.” This implies, according to Moore, that the "object” 
is different from its own qudities — ^which is but another way of say- 
ing that, "throughout the entire discussion, the term ‘physical object’ 
should stand for nothing but the bare and empty concept of ex- 
istence.” 

The realists’ appeal "from one sense to others” is here of no avdl; 
for if sense qualities are essences, then, when we pass from one sense 
to another, “we simply pass to another essence.” And Moore asks. 
How can piling up any number of additional essences establi^ the 
existence of any one of them if there is no existence to start with? 
"When Pratt speaks of appealing from one sense to another, he 
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has in mind the ordinary and salutary experiences of appealing from 
our ears and noses to our 6)^68, from our eyes to our hands, and so 
on.” But, Moore argues, *'we have to remember that in the theory 
we are discussing ‘all the secondary qualities,* and 'most of the 
primary qualities' are out of court on this appeal, since they never 
are existential, ' The appeal to other senses and other persons must 
then be confined to a remnant of the primary qualities.” 

Finally the question arises, have the critical realists a right to 
appeal to “consistency with tlie rest of experience” P Such an appeal, 
Moore contends, can scarcely be more than a summary of the appeals 
to other senses and otlter persons. "And even if it involves more 
than this, the question is what kind of consistency can furnish evi- 
dence for the identity of essences?” And this question is left without 
adequate answer by the critical realists. 

The problem of the external world was taken up from a still dif- 
ferent angle by S. P. Lamprecht,*® According to this writer, the 
position of critical realism may be summarized thus: “What we 
perceive, conceive, remember, think of, is the outer object itself, an 
object independent of tlie processes of knowledge and of the effects 
which it may chance to produce in consciousness. Yet we never come 
into contact with that object directly. *We have no power of pene- 
trating to the object itself and intuiting it immediately,' but have 
immediately present to us only subjective content. 'The knower is 
confined to Ae datum, and can never literally inspect the existent 
which he affirms and claims to know.’ In other words, the object of 
perception and the content of perception are two separate things, the 
former being objective and the latter subjective; . . . ‘their existence 
is quite distinct and their conditions entirely different.’ ” 

Sudi a doctrine, Lamprecht maintains, carries us back to the 
philosophy of Locke. It is true, he says, that “locke did not distin- 
guish, and that the critical realists do distinguish, between mental 
contents and data.” And it is because of Locke’s failure to take the 
data, the logical essences, into account, that he is deemed “unsatisfac- 
tory and outworn.” By contrast, the critical realists contend that 
“along with the subjective content tliei'c also are disclosed certain 
essences, whidi cannot be taken as giving merely the whahtess of the 
subjective content, but whidi do give the w/tatMSs of the external 
objects (except where the mind is in error).” Tlirough tlie essences, 
therefore, so the realists maintain, “we can bridge the estranging sea 
and can know the world as it really is constituted in itself.” 

SS lamprecht, S. P>, "Critical Kcalltm and the External World,” /oumal of 
PhtiMopin/. XIX (im), dSi'Sdi. 
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The central issue in the new theory thus “boils down to the ques* 
tion whether the recognition of the data or essences enables us to 
know external objects, whether the critical realists are better off than 
Locke or anyone who tried to infer external objects from the sub- 
jective content alone.” It is Lamprecht's contention that “the critical 
realists face exactly the same difficulty as tliat whicli they confess was 
present in older realisms.” 

If real objects are not present directly to the mind, if the mind has 
“no power of penetrating to the object itself,” then, Lamprecht asks, 
“how can we be sure that the propositions in whidi we express our 
opinions conform to objects beyond?” “The fault with critical real- 
ism is not diat it does not allow for the occurrence of error, but that 
it does not permit us to know when we have the truth and when we 
are in error.” 

One of the critical realists, Lamprecht points out, draws a dis- 
tinction between inferring an object and affirming an object, and 
maintains that we do not infer but only affirm. This, L^precht 
argues, Is the very trouble. “There is no basis for inference, — or 
rather there is no checlc upon inference; there is only affirmation, 
made earnestly, upheld enthusiastically, followed persistently. But it 
is sheer affirmation. It is sheer dogmatism.” 

Next, Ten Hoor examined more specifically Santayana’s posi- 
tion.*® in what sense, he asked, can an “essence,” a universal, be 
embodied in an object? It must be apparent, Ten Hoor argues, that 
the term “embodies” can mean nothing except “ascribed to” ; and if 
this is the case, then it follows that our concern is with appearance 
and not with substance. “To ‘ascribe to' for the critical realist can 
mean nothing else but that an idea is referred to a datum, and then 
the problem of knowledge is merely a matter of discovering the con- 
nection between ‘id^’ and 'data,' between thought and appearance 
rather than between appearance and substance.” Santayana, how- 
ever, does not mean to have the transitiveness of knowledge thus 
limited. And, as a matter of fact, “if knowledge does not refer to 
something outside of itself, it can be nothing but an idle dream.” • 

What proof do the critical realists offer in support of their con- 
tention that an idea of which I am aware refers to an object? “Since 
essences developed independently of existences, why are existences 
implied by them ?” To these questions the critical realists have no 
answer. Their assumption of an external world is therefore gratu- 
itous and, so Ten Hoor concludes, “the real end of the knowledge 

AQTen Hoor^ M., "George SantdyaQg'fi' Theory of Knowledge/' Journal of Philoitr- 
phy (1923), 197-211. 
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process is the datum which has purely ideal existence.” The critical 
realists are caught in a complete subjectivism. 

After all these discussions R. M. Eaton now raised the question, 
“What is the problem of knowledge?”*® The problem before the 
minds of the realists, he contends, is this; “How is knowledge related 
to something (let us call it reality), which is not knowledge? Is 
reality independent of or dependent on knowledge? Is it wholly or 
partially represented in knowledge, and if so, how?” And Eaton 
maintains that a complete theory of knowledge will be (a) “both a 
positive analysis of knowledge” and (b)z. metaphysics of knowledge; 
that is, “it will both describe knowledge and will explain the relation 
of knowledge to reality.” 

This implies, however, that the theory of knowledge does have 
"a right to a status of its own” ; for to be “known” is to possess a 
unique and ultimate character; and the theory of knowledge is the 
study of objects not qua natural objects but qm known. 


11. Realists Defend Their Position 

After the series of criticisms presented in the preceding section 
had appeared in the professional journals, the critical realists, on their 
partj attempted to clarify and defend their position. R. W. Sellars** 
pointed out that “when tlie critical realists say that they cannot intuit 
a physical object, what they are denying is the doctrine of neo- 
realism, that tlie physical object is literally open to a transparent 
inspection.” "The critical realist examines the content or appearance 
which mediates knowledge and reflectively distingui^es it from the 
object known by means of It and in terms of it.” 

To the question, how we can justify the knowledge-claim of such 
a “representational” theory, Sellars, speaking for himself only, re- 
plies } “Things seem to appear or to reflect themselves in the contents 
which they control in the organism; and on the theory of realism 
they would do just this. The structure and behavior of things is 
reproducible in another medium because they are an order rather 
than a stuff.” In addition, “my bdiavlor is successfully guided by 
this claimed knowledge through contents; and it Is hard to under- 
stand why there would be this successful guidance if the contents did 
not giye knowledge.”, Also, "the scientist is able to predict future 
occurrences in terms of this knowledge; and tltis prediction would 

SO,Ka(oii, R. M., .“WItat It tlw Pioblem of Knawtedge?” Joutnal of Phihoophy 
( 1923 ), 178 - 187 . 

' 81 Sellan, R. W., “Critical Rcaliam and Its Critica ” PMhtopMeof Ravfew, XXXIII 
{ 1924 ), 379 . , 



CRITICAL REAUSM 


Ch. i8] 


477 


Sellars now attempted a still further clarification of his position,'"’ 
“As a physical realist,” he wrote, “I believe in physic^ systems 
(ordinarily called things) which exist Independently of our hnowing 
them and which have specific characteristics. I can see no a priori 
reason why certain evolved physical things, such as human organisms, 
should not have mental properties and include psychical processes.” 
The thesis, thus briefly enunciated, Sellars calls “emergent, or evolu- 
tionary, naturalism.” With it he has again taken up a theme which 
he first suggested in 1916” and which was to become of major inter- 
est to him. It is a theme, however, which clearly transcends the 
field of epistemology and is boldly metaphysical. 

Physical systems, Sellars argues, are “concrete bodies in definite 
commerce with other physical systems” ; and “commerce presupposes 
existence rather than creates it.” Reality is the determinate thing, 
not a “substratum” to which “qualiti^” have been added ah extra. 
“The determinate nature of an object is not something distinct in. 
any fashion from the object. The object and its nature, or charac- 
teristics, are intrinsically one.” In knowing its characteristics, we 
therefore know the object. 

“We must not reduce a thing to its characteristics because the 
reality is a determinate thing. And we must not rob a thing of its 
determinate nature and thus make it an unknowable. Idealism has 
always tended to make the first mistake, while agnosticism has made 
the second.” It is Sellars’s contention that “ontologically the charac- 
teristics of a thing are as transcendent as the thing itself and one 
with it.” 

The critical realist, Sellars maintains, “assigns universals to 
epistemology and characteristics to ontology.” This distinction, he 
continues, “rids us of the temptation to postulate entities of a timeless 
sort called essences (Santayana and Drake) or eternal objects 
(Whitehead).” In knowing, we grasp interpretatively the character- 
istics of things; but we cannot literally get over to, and absorb or 
sample, the things themselves. We know objects, but we cannot have 
them materially in our minds. In the last analysis, knowing turns 
out to be “a grasping of the structure, composition, relative size, 
connexions, and b^avior of things rather than of sensory qualities.” 
But we must distinguish between the characteristics of an object, 
which are s^lfic and intrinsic, and the terms in which we formulate 
and estimate those characteristics. These terms, according to Sellars, 
are not essences which are nonmental but somehow intuited, but are 

S^Seilars, R. W., "Critical Realiain and Sabatance,” Mind, XXXVni (1929). 

sr Cf., SriUra, R. W., Critical Realicm. 
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"discriminations within the act of cognition intrinsic to the cerebral 
response, which is, itself, a part of the whole organic response to the 
object." 


12. The Revolt Against Dualism 

The most comprehensive and most systematic defense of critical 
realism as an epistemology was provided by Arthur O. Lovejoy’s 
work. The Revolt Against Dualism (1930).** 

It is Lovejoy’s contention that idealism in all its forms, and 
neo-realism also, are the products of a revolt against an epistemo- 
logical and a psychoph 3 r 8 ical dualism; and that this revolt has failed 
(264). Critical realism, in his opinion, is the return to a sound and 
fruitful dualism. We shall omit here Lovejoy's negative arguments 
dealing with the various “phases of the revolt.” We ^all omit, in 
other words, Lovejoy’s criticism of "subjectivism," of "objective 
relativism,” and of the "unification of mind and matter’’ (SS-2SS). 
Suffice it to say that whatever truth Lovejoy finds in these positions 
he attributes to an implicit or veiled dualism which, though explicitly 
denied by the thinkers in question, nevertheless dominates their 
thinking. 

On the positive or constructive side Lovejoy starts from "the 
plain man’s normal and reasonable belief that the processes of nature 
do not stop when he stops noticing them" (268). Men are led to 
accept epistemological dualism, he argues, "because they have 
formed certain preconceptions as to what an object of knowledge 
ought to be, and then, comparing the characteristics of the thing 
directly presented in tlieir experience with these preconceptions, 
have found tliat the two do not match’’ (11). More specifically, 
Lovejoy continues, men make at least five assumptions about the 
character or status of the "things-to-be-known-if-possible?’ or cop- 
noscenda. (1) "Many cognoscendaj including most of those to be- 
known, if at all, visually, are assumed to be at places in space external 
to the body of the percipiwt” ( 12) . (ii) “Equally insistent in man, 
and yet more paradoxical," is the demand tliat "he shall have a real 
traffic with things that are not because, they are bygone or have not 
yet come into being.” In memory and in forecast and anticipati^ 
man “expressly conceives lumself to be apprehending entities, or 
evente . . . which are not co-existent yirith the acts or states through 
which they are apprehended — to be reaching what is nevertheless at 
tliat moment in some swse beyond his temporal reach" (13). (Hi) 

Bft M\ by pemiwlon the Open Court Fublifhiug Cbmpoiiy. . 
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"Besides his craving to reach that which is spatially and temporally 
external to himself at the moment of cognition, there is, plainly, in the 
natural man a wish to attain an acquaintance with entities as they 
would he if unknotm . • . ; with things as they literally are in 
themselves" (13). (iv) "This tenacity in believing that through 
what goes on within the individual’s experience and as real as it is, 
is greatest with respect to his knowledge of the experiences of others 
of his kind" (13). It is implicit in his elaboration of language and 
art and in his craving for affection (14). (v) "The cognoscenda 
which the individual knower ascribes to places and times in the 
external world where his body is not, ... he also conceives to be 
potentially, if not actually, apprehensible by diese other knowers" 
(14). In other words, he has framed the notion of a "world of 
objects for common knowledge" and has conceived the idea of 
"common verifiability" (14). Epistemological dualism arises, 
according to Lovejoy, when reflection, initially accepting these five as- 
sumptions or articles of faith, inquires about their implications (15). 
The "duality" which emerges upon inquiry is that of "the content 
or datum at a given moment immediately and indubitably presented, 
and the reality said to be known thereby" (15). Once this distinc- 
tion has been made, all knowing can be understood only as "mediated 
through the presence 'before the mind’ " of entities whidi must be 
distinguished from "an ulterior reality which is the true objective of 
knowledge" (16). 

In the presentation of the "natural grounds of epistemological 
dualism" it has not been necessary to assume any "sort of psydio- 
physical dualism." This fact is important; for it implies that "the 
one sort of dualism is independent of the other" (26) and that the 
case for or against each form of dualism need not be "entangled 
with the case against or for the other" (27) : 

Psychophysical dualism, Lovejoy argues, arises from an initial 
preconception of nature according to which the order of nature has 
the following flve characteristics; (i) It is spatial and temporal; 
(ii) "some or all parts of it continue to exist during the interper- 
ceptual intervals' of any and all percipients, and no part belongs to it 
solely by virtue of the occurrence of a perception"; (iii) "the 
ectended things, or groups of characters, existing in H go through 
that sort of uniformly correlated' change usually called causal inter- 
action, the laws of these interactions being in some degree deter- 
minable"; (iv) "these causal processes continue their r^ular 
sequences when not attended to by any percipient"; (v) "this order 
is a common foctor in or behind the experience of all percipienta" 
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"The physical world is thus conceived as fiUing for thought the 
temporal gaps between actual pei'c^tlons,” "It links the experiences 
of individuals into a system of interacting events” (27). 

But if such is the order of nature, then there are “some contents 
of experience which do not seem to meet all the requirements for 
admission to this world.” The objects of our dreams and hallu- 
cinations, for example, "do not appear to act causally upon other 
objects in space, in the same way in which these objects seem to 
act upon one another; they give no indirect evidence, as other things 
do, of going through uniform sequences of change during the inter- 
vals when they are not attended to; their existence is sensibly 
verifiable only by one percipient; and thus there is no good reason 
for crediting them with existence during the interperceptual inter- 
vals” (28), This means, however, that in experience two worlds 
are encountered — one physical, the other nonphysical. 

The discovery and separation of these two worlds was an indis- 
pensable step in the early development of science; for "without it 
the progressive theoretical reduction of the physical world to a 
relativdy simple and uniform order, a reign of law, would probably 
have been impossible” (29), "The world of 'mental' entities served 
as an isolation-camp for aU the 'wild data' , . . whicli would have 
disturbed the tidiness and good order of the physical universe” (29). 
Psychophysical dualism has thus "served throughout history as the 
safeguard of developing physical science” (30). 

One additional fact is important. In the physical world, "even the 
'veridical' percept appears to have no place to go.” A “star-percept,” 
for example, cannot be located, as physical object, anywhere between 
the actual star and the eye of ^e observer. And if we project it into 
space, we must remember tliat, because of the finite velocity of light, 
the star was, but is no longer, where the percept appears. The star- 
percept is not the star itself; and neither is it a physically real thing 
in a world of physically real things. What is true of percepts is true 
even more obviously of memory-images. Even though such images 
are veridical, they are not themselves the things remembered, nor are 
they physically real things (31). Percepts and memory-images exist 
only as 'mental' entities, as content in the mind of some observer. 

Starting from this "natural dualism of common sense,” Lovejoy 
develops his own dualistlc epistemology. It is his contention that 
"it is not the 'outerness’ of tlte object perceived, when it is perceived, 
but the persistence of something which is in some manner connected 
with what is percewed, during the interperceptual internals, that is ' 
the primary natural postulate out of which the belief in an externa! 
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world arises” (268). However, “the belief in fte continuance of 
things or processes between perceptions is not a blank act of faith” ; 
it is “strengthened by one of the most familiar of empirical facts — 
namely, that the same uniform causal sequences of natural events 
which may be observed within experience appear to go on in the 
same manner when not experienced” (268). 

There are difficulties, of course. For one thing, modern science 
has not been able to demonstrate beyond all question the actual order 
of the real world. Physics, for example, “does not at present offer 
us a coherent and intdiigible description of the minute constitution 
of the material world and processes occurring therein.” It offers 
us, instead, two unrecondled descriptions — one in terms of particles, 
the other in terms of waves — of what are assumed to be the same 
processes (285). But physics, so Love joy hopes, will advance 
beyond this unsatisfactory situation.*” 

According to Lovejoy, a more serious difficulty for dualism might 
arise from Heisenberg’s "principle of indeterminacy,” which implies 
that "knowing” is "a participant in what is finally known” (286). 
Lovejoy finds, however, that even this difficulty is not insurmount- 
able bemuse no metaphysical consequences can be deduced from the 
principle of indeterminacy as devebped in physics "except with the 
aid of a purely metaphysical assumption” (286) which affirms that 
"what is at certain times not sensibly observable or theoretically 
determinable with precision does not exist at those times” j and 
no realist need accept such an assumption. But if the "principle of 
indeterminacy” is interpreted to imply "the dependence of the char- 
acters of what is observed upon the physical procedure prerequisite 
to observation" (291), it entails nothing but the "old spectator- 
theory of knowledge” (292). "The cognoscendtim, or object of 
reference, is in this case the electron as it exists under the specified 
experimental physical conditions, i.e., when illuminated. If I can 
be said truly to ’know’ this physical object of reference, ... I know 
it as it would have been if my cognitive act had not occurred” (292). 
^vejoy concludes, therefore, that contemporary physics "does not 
seem as yet to have given the death-blow to man's natural belief 
that he lives in a physical world which is, in its general structure 
and the modes of relatedness of its components, somewhat like the 
world which he perceptually experiences” (297). "Tlie belief in 
question is at worst ’a natural and almost universal prejudice of man- 
Idnd; and I cannot but think that the burden of proof rests upon 
those who demand that we abandon a prejudice of this sort” (297). 

89 Modern quantum mechanJes has actually accomplished this task. 
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Summing up his argument, Lovejoy feels that three conclusions 
have been established. These are: (i) that "there is an order of 
existences or events which persists when unperceived” ; (ii) that this 
order is “causally related to our sensa”; (iii) that the particulars 
belonging to this order "cannot be identical with our sensa” (298). 
Several other propositions, altliough not proved, have in Lovejoy's 
opinion been rendered higlily probable. One of these propositions is 
that we have power to act upon the order in question. "Processes 
which apparently go on unperceived can be initiated by percipient 
beings. And the unobserv^ interperceptual causal processes will 
vary (as their subsequently observed facts will show) with variations 
in the specific characters of our sense-data while we are initiating 
those processes” (298). 

One last point must be touched upon briefly. 

It is Lovejoy's contention that “if you are to believe in a real 
physical world, then . . . you must necessarily be a dualist in both 
senses of the term : you must hdd ( a) that there are given in experi- 
ence particular existents which are not parts of that world, and you 
must hold (b) that whatever knowledge of real objects you have is 
indirect or representative, that the datum whereby you know any 
sucli object is not identical with the object known” (303). If this 
point of view is accepted, then “liiere is nothing more paradoxical in 
the conception of a knowledge of physical objects by means of sensa 
not identical with those objects tlian there is in the conception of a 
knowledge of past events by means of memory-images not identical 
witli those events.” "The modus operandi of the transcendent 
reference in memory and in perception is . . . precisely the same” 
(313). 


13. Final Evaluation 

The reaction to Lovejoy’s arguments was not long delayed, A. E 
Muiphy maintained almost at once'**’ that "there are at least seventeen 
dualisms propounded in the' course of [Lovejoy's] tliorough-going 
study,” and tliat "not all of these by any means are consistent with 
what appears to be the author’s central thesis.” "There is one 
particular dualism,” Murphy continues, "which underlies most of 
Mr. Lovejoy’s reasoning and nearly all his polemical observations. 
And tills specific dualism can be shown'. . . to be very probably 
invalid. Since it is foundational to the ’hypothesis of representative 

40 Murphy, A. E,, "Mr, Lorojoy*! Counter-Revolution,” Journal 4/ 'PhUosophf, 
XXVIII (1931). 
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ideas’ we may conclude that the hypothesis is not a plausible one 
and that the ‘revolt’ against it is so far thoroughly justified” (29-30), 
“The dualism in question is the dualism of dogmatic common sense” 
(30). 

Murphy is willing to agree with Lovejoy on the following points; 
(i) "Ordinary experience is significant o£ objects which are perma- 
nent, common, and independent of the observers who claim to know 
them.” (ii) “While experience somehow reveals such objects, its 
‘contents’ considered in themselves and as particular events do not 
constitute them.” (iii) “In spite of tliis distinction between the 
immediate being of experienced events and their representative func- 
tion, these events do reveal or give us knowledge of ‘external objects’ 
and this knowledge is indirect in the sense that the 'data’ upon which 
we base our conclusion are not the objects which our knowledge 
claims to be about” (31). Beyond these points, however, Murphy 
sees no basis for agreement, for, in his opinion, Lovejoy is driven 
to a bifurcation of reality "by his dogmatic insistence that all knowing 
whatev'er shall be explained on the pattern of our intercourse with 
common-sense objects and that, as a consequence, whatever is not this 
sort of an object of knowledge shall not be counted as knowable 
reality at all" (32). 

It may be conceded, Murphy argues, that "some knowing is 
indirect and hence, in some sense, 'representative.* But if it is 
further held that dU knowing is indirect and tliat the representation 
involved is that of the 'reproduction’ in idea of the qualities possessed 
by real objects . . . , we have a copy theory on our han^” (33) 
and common sense has become dogmatic. In Murphy’s opinion, the 
distinctive mark of the dualist is not his devotion to indirect knowl- 
edge — ^for others also have held such a position — ^but the fact that 
tills devotion rests upon a denial of the only possible assumption 
on which it could be justified. “There is in general no great mystery 
about the fact that we can know more about the world than is 
literally and spatioteraporally presented to us. . . . But this pre- 
supposes (a) that tlie given situation is itself literal and knowledge 
fact and can be understood as such, and (i) that the relations through 
which ulterior objects enter the situation are relevant to their nature 
and thus fitted to convey, some valid information as to what they 
really are. A copy theory of knowledge is inconsistent with both of 
tiiese .presuppositions and .its continued assertion of the validity of 
indirect knowledge after, denying its indispensable basis is a some- 
what dubious solution of its problems” (39). 

In Lovejoy’s theory “the reseniblance of real objects to data is not 
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available since it is never a possession of the datum and therefore not 
capable of exhibiting the reality to which it refers.” After all, “a 
datum which is relevant to knowledge merely as a representation can- 
not be known to be a representation, for the relation in respect of 
which it guarantees knowledge is precisely the one which it cannot 
be known to possess” (40). The world of physics differs so widely 
from that of ordinary experience that "we cannot any longer regard 
the latter as an attempted representation of the former” (67). 
Lovejoy, however, having differentiated experience and scientific 
objects, "must now, to guarantee any valid Imowledge, assert their 
essential resemblance, since only such resemblance will justify 
knowledge.” In Murphy’s opinion there is no good reason to believe 
that such resemblance in intrinsic properties exists (67). “Having 
separated experience and scientific objects in a way which science 
does not require,” Lovejoy has been "forced to reunite them in a 
way that science will not warrant” (68). His “lame conclusion” 
that the "general breakdown” of the realistic thesis in science “is not 
yet conclusively demonstrated” (68) is no argument to the contrary. 

Lovejoy replied to Murphy’s attack by insisting that Murphy— 
"and not he alone” — ^faces an unescapable dilemma." Indirect know- 
ing — ^knowing of existences which when known are not immediate 
data — is either possible or impossible. "If it is admitted ... to be 
possible [and Murphy admits this], it is inadmissible to use argu- 
ments which presuppose its impossibility” (354). It is true, Lovejoy 
admits, that most dualists do "differentiate experience from scientific 
objects,” but they do so in two distinct senses and "in neither does 
any embarrassment or contradiction result.” Lovejoy maintains that 
if Murphy "means by the properties of ’experience’ the attributes of 
particular experienced sense-objects,” then “dualists commonly hold 
that these attributes are not all necessarily to be ascribed to the cor- 
responding physical objects.” What they usually do hold is that rep- 
resentations of the physical world which are "based upon perception, 
but are reached through reflection and scientific inquiry,” afford valid 
knowledge (379). The other, and entirely different, sense in which 
"data are destitute of the essential properties and relations of physical 
objects” is that tlie data are "destitute of the specific attributes and 
relations essential to the physically of physical objects.” According 
to Lovejoy, this does not mean that the two can have no character 
in common. "Anyone who asserts that there is a physical world and 
that data are not true parts of it, eo ipso 'differentiates experience and 
physical objects’ in this sense” (379) ; and Murphy himself does it; 


u Lovtjer, A. O., "Dualbm Good ond Bad," /wmal of PhUotophy, XXIX (IMS). 
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This reply to Murphy, however, didn't settle the matter. D. S. 
Mackay now attacked Lovejoy’s argument for dualism in so far as 
that argument is based upon the "displacement of the sense-datum.*’** 
Lovejoy had argued that the star we s^e is not the star as it suHsts 
nout, and that therefore the content of immediate awareness, the 
datum, has a different spatial and temporal r^erence from that which 
belongs to the body supposed to exist out in space as the real object 
of knowledge (254). On the basis of these considerations, Lovejoy 
had denied the "identity between the datum and the real object or 
cognoscendum"* Mackay now maintains that, in his reasoning, 
Lovejoy “has substituted an argument, depending for its force oji 
psycho-physical dualism, for what is ostensibly an epistemological 
account of the relation between the’ datum and the cognoscettdum** 
(255). Lovejoy is anxious to deny "the identity of the datum with 
a real object, either as one of its parts or as one of its attributes" 
(257) ; but, in some sense, "the datum belongs to the object which it 
indicates.” "It is the ambiguity in this notion of 'belonging* which 
is mainly responsible for the controvert’ about die identity or non- 
identity of datum and object. In Lovejoy's argument, "the notion 
of a propertyj based upon the subject-predicate relation in proposi- 
tions, is confused with the notion of a sign, based upon the indicative 
relation in perception" (258). The "displacement” Lovejoy speaks 
about is a "discrepancy among the suggested meanings of the datum 
as a sign, not a disjunction among the assigned properties of the 
object as signified." “It is indicative, not predicative" (258). 
According to Mackay, therefore, there is here no genuine problem 
"concerning the identity between a 'subjective' datum and an ‘objec- 
tive’ existence." "The epistemological problem has to do rather 
with the nature of identification whereby the tentative, incomplete 
meaning of the datum as a sign gets established or rejected in the 
total meaning of the object as interpreted in subsequent judgments" 
(259). 

C. A. Strong followed up this attack with a discussion of "the 
missing link in epistemology.”** His criticism of Lovejoy's position 
centers around the argument for dualism based on the implications 
of memory. Strong maintains that "when 1 remember quite simply 
and reflectively, the past event seems to stand before me in propria 
persona, and I am conscious of nothing else. If I had no other source 
of information about memory than the experience itself, 1 should 

48Madcay, D. S., "Tlie Diaplscemeat of the Suu<-Oatum,” JourMOl ef PhUomfhy, 
XXIX (ISSS). 

M Stronc, C. A„ '^The MiSgingr Link In Epiatefflolosy,” /eicrue/ 0 / PMletophjf, XXIX 
( 1932 ). 
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think those philosophers right who say that we have a power of 
immediately bdiolding the past” (676). Lovejoy, on the other 
"speaks of ‘the coffttoscendim in its own conceived region of being’ 
— as if by conceiving this region we transcended and reached it,” 
But by “conceiving,” Strong points out, may be meant simply an 
"imagining”; and if this is what is meant, then "we have not got 
beyond the region of images.” If more is meant, i.e., if a "cognizing 
of the existent” is meant, then "transcendence has been surrepti- 
tiously introduced, the question has been begged” (679) . Summing 
up his argument against Lovejoy, Strong maintains (i) that "it is 
contrary to fact that we are aware of the image as a present 
existent” ; (ii) tliat "it is contrary to fact that in reflective memory 
we conceive the externality of this existent to the past event” ; and 
(iii) that "it is contrary to fact that the past event is an existent of 
the same kind as the image” ( 679) . 

C. A. Strong, of course, is a neo-realist; and he criticizes Love- 
joy’s position from the point of view of neo-realism. Lovejoy, there- 
fore, can reply^* that the "real things” never are and "never can be 
‘seized,’ ” directly and immediately, in "perception” — as neo-realism 
says they are; and that "it is only through a transient relapse into 
naive realism that Mr. Strong can have come to demand such an 
explanation” (606), 

Realist stands thus pitted against realist, and the controversy 
deteriorates into a repetitious restatement of old arguments — of 
arguments which, because of their repetitious restatements, have lost 
all power to convince. Assertion is opposed to assertion, and the 
basic positions remain unaltered. 

14. Sellars’s "Physical Realism” 

As the controversy over epistemological realism draws to an end, 
some of the realists, regarding the problems of epistemology as 
settled in their favor,, turned to discussions of metaphysical issues 
and to the development of comprehensive philosophical systems. 
Foremost among these thinkers is Roy Wood Sellars, who developed 
a metaphysical doctrine variously called "evolutionary naturalism” 
and "i^ysical realism.”*® His aim is "to work out in a systematic 

44 Lovejoy. A. O., ''DuBllsm tind the 'Paradox of Reference/' Journal of Philosophy, 
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fashion the possibility of an adequate naturalism” (B, 1). In his 
opinion "the time has come for a persistent effort to throw the scien- 
tific and philosophical insights of the last generation into an organ- 
ized whole” (B, 1 ) ; and such an effort will be successful only if the 
coming world-view is "of tlie nature of an evolutionary naturalism” 
(B, 1). 

Naturalism, according to Sellars, stands for "the self-sufficiency 
and intelligibiUty of the world of space and time” (B, 2). Its spirit 
is "one with the spirit of science itself” (B, 5). The objections to 
naturalism which have hitlrerto been raised, Sellars groups under 
four headings: (i) "the denial that the higher can be reduced to the 
lower witliout a remainder of supreme importance”; (ii) "the claim 
that description is not explanation”; (iii) "the existence of gaps 
in nature disastrous to naturalism”; and (iv) "the refutation of 
realism, or, as it was usually called, dualism” (B, 13). Sellars 
admits that there is much truth in the contention that the older 
naturalism sought to oversimplify by reduction (B, 13) ; but he is 
sure that a carefully stated naturalism which takes full advantage of 
the meaning and Implications of evolution can successfully meet such 
a charge. 

The "physicalism” or "evolutionary naturalism” which Sellars 
espouses "demands an approach through critical realism and the 
theory of emergent patterns” (D, 5). It is the contention that "back 
of pomp and circumstance, ba^ of love and beauty and tragedy and 
happiness, lies — ^matter”; the contention that "the physical is but 
another term for being, for existence” (D, 6) ; that matter, in the 
sense of being, "can assume many forms, all equally real, though 
different”; and tliat "the new materialism is not reductive” (D, 6). 

The epistemological basis for Sellars's physical realism is of course 
critical realism — ^the doctrine to the development of which Sellars 
himself has contributed materially. Sellars accepts "the causal theory 
of sense-data” (D, 67-74) but holds that '*percewmg is a directed, 
complex act in which su^ data under external control are used as 
the ibasis for predicates,, meanings, ideas of, in terms of which the 
external, denoted object is thought and; in veridical perception, 
disclosed” (D, vi; 64). "We perceive through meanings founded on 
sense-data” (D, vl; 59). In Sellms’s view, therefore, "cognitive ideas 
are not sense-data but ideas of,** i.e., they are "predicates, meanings, 
having a categorical setting in an act of cognition” (D, vi; 74-80). 
As distinguished from the "essence-wing of critical realism” (rep- 
resented by Drake, Rogers, Strong, and Santayana), Sellars is "a 
conceptualistic nominalist who regards concqtts as arising in indi- 
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vidual minds” and who "rejects the universal-theory” (D, vi). He 
defends a '‘corresponding theory of truth” but maintains that "cor- 
respondence is an implication of fact of knowledge as mediated by 
ideas, and not a criterion” (D, vii). “The tests of a Icnowledge- 
claim,” Sellars holds, "ai'e care in securing data, consistency with 
other relevant judgments, agreement witli the judgments of others, 
guidance and control value, and, finally, furtlierance of insight into 
the world” (D, vii; Chapter 6, especially pp. 117-131). 

As conceived by Sellars, knowing occurs at different levels 
(D, Chapter S). "At a primitive level, knowledge is merely implicit 
in the sensory organization and ordered response of an animal to its 
environment. There is pattern and order in perception and response, 
but it is not dwelt upon; it is merely an ingredient of the process of 
adjustment” (D, 85). At a higher level, knowing consists in "per- 
ceiving a thing.” A "sensory organization” is now "worked out" 
which "includes, as a rule, meaning due to past experience” (D, 86). 
But as yet "knowing is implicit rather tlian explicit”; it is the 
"matrix of knowledge” ratlier than knowledge in its full meaning 
(D, 87). "Were there not a polarized pattern of this sort founded on 
the differentiation, and yet cooperation, of stimulus and reponse, it 
is hard to see how knowing with its structures and distinctions 
could develop” (D, 87). Perceptual knowing, however, is "an 
interpretation of objects in terras of predicates founded on sensory 
data witliout a critical study of those data” (D, 92). “Perceptual 
judgments are valid only on their level and must be reconstructed at 
the level of science” (D, 95). The means of reconstructing them is 
reason. But "we must not think of reason as a faculty of an intuitive 
and absolute sort.” It comprises "all those methods and operations 
which help in the solution of problems” (D, 99), It is "the way the 
mind works in systematic investigation” (D, 99). When reason 
is applied to die objects of perceptual experience, a great transforma- 
tion takes place in the object known (D, 96; 99). "Explanatory 
theories suggest microscopic parts and new properties” (D, 99) — 
sudi as energy, gravitation, time as measurement, elasticity, mass, 
etc. ; but "the general outlook remains as realistic as is the outlook 
of common sense” (D, 104). 

One of the factors involved in all knowing is mind or conscious- 
ness. For Sellars, consciousness is "not a stuff” (D, 89), but a 
^patterned event whicli expresses the active configuration, of the 
organism” (D, 88) ; it is "intrinsic to the brain and reflects its 
activities, which are in turn related to the activities and attitudes of 
the organism as a whole” (D, 135-136). The cognitive experience, 
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on this view, is "literally intrinsic to the brain” (D, 136), and 
conscious experience is "an expression of an ordered physical sys- 
tem” (D, 141). Sellars explicitly repudiates the psydiophysical 
dualism which regards “conscious factors as mental in a sense com- 
pletely opposed to the physical” (D, 142). 

It is Sellars's contention that the following four factors can be 
distinguished in perceptual experience : (i) "the sensory and imaginal 
factors”: (ii) “the predicative meaning added in connection with 
(iii) the categorical factor of thinghood” and. (iv) “the specific class 
concept” (D, 143). In many respects tlie categorical factor of thing- 
hood is the most important. "It consists of those meanings and 
beliefs which constitute our sense of ourselves and other physical 
things as continuant^' (D, 143). In his earlier work Sdlars 
discussed this category at great length (B, Chapter 7) and viewed it 
in connection with other categories — ^such as space, time, and caus- 
ality (B, 80). Of space as a category Sellars said tliat it means only 
that “valid knowledge of physical reality contains elements whit^ 
can be universalized under such headings as distance, position, size, 
etc." (B, 84; 99). Concerning time he said (a) that the actual span 
of consciousness gives us the experienced, or specious, present 
(B, 108) : (h) that this experienced present is augmented by the 
“just past” and the "not yet” of perceptual time (B, 110) ; that in 
this expansion of time beyond the specious present "we are lifted to, 
and live in, a wider temporal horizon than perception permits”; 
and that there is in this freedom from the original restrictions "some- 
thing analogous to the movement from perceptual space to common, 
or empirical, space” (B, 110). The idea of time which thus emerges 
is mathematical time — ^"iniinitely divisible, infinite in extent, 
homogeneous, and empty” (B, 113). "But the fiouj of life is not time 
as a category of knoUtdedg?^ (B, 113; D, 154). Nevertheless, into 
the framework provided by the categories of space and time, "all 
the other categories fit” (B, 123). 

“The category of thinghood is applicable, not to the sensory and 
imaginal data, W to tlie object of the organic act” (D, 148). 
“Physical things are perceivable by all alike” (B, 126 ; D, Chapter 9) ; 
they “occupy space” (B, 126) ; they have "a high degree of per- 
manence” (B, 126) and possess "dynamic capacities” (B, 127). 
As Sellars views it, "there are three pretty distinct classes of things” : 
organisms, artifacts, and "huge objects like mountains” (B, 150- 
151). "In general, things stand out from their surroundings by 
means of an internal structure and indicated boundaries” (B, 151). 
Moreover, a physical thing is "the resultant of its history, but it 
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does not attempt to combine its past, as past, with its present” ; it 
is not literally the possessor of its history (B, 154). Only our 
peculiar human viewpoint makes us aware of the temporal perspec- 
tives, of permanence and change in the physical world (B, 155). 
“The actions studied by mechanics and physics do not involve time 
as a growth but only time as a measurable lapse” (B, 168). The 
living organism, however, is a “becoming,” a “growth,” and time is 
of the essence of such growth. It is Sellars’s thesis that only as we 
grasp the nature of real time as eventness, or cliange, and contrast it 
with, and relate it to, time as a numerical quantity in physics, will the 
riddles which have bothered both physicists and philosophers drop 
away (D, 244; 246). 

Time, as Sellars views it ontolog^cally, is “a term for the event- 
aspect of reality, for becoming or change” (D, 259; 250). Time 
in this sense is not a “receptacle.” On the contrary, time is in the 
world and not the world in time. “Events constitute real time” 
(D, 261). But if real time is “eventness” (D, 250), is “becoming 
or change,” then the category of thinghood requires further explica- 
tion. Sellars hnds this explication in the category of “substance” 
(D, 274) — a category designating “continuants which may change 
and enter into new relations with other continuants” (D, 274). 
However, “thinking the characteristics of things is not to assert 
that the stuff of external things is like the sensible tang of our 
internal events.” “Cognition has nothing to do with a seizing of 
stuff,” and “sensuous qualities, even though they lend themselves in 
some measure to objectification and neutrality, as do color and 
hardness, finally vanish from our thought of nature and we are 
left with patterns and quantities” (D, 281). Our sense-data are 
but “internal events which flash within us a projection of the more 
stable structure of things (D, 281). The things thus disclosed in 
cognition, the “continuants,” exist “in their own right” (D, 285) ; 
and “the category of substance stands for existence” (D, ^5). The 
tilings are “as real as ourselves” j “they act and enter into relations” 
(D, 285). “The basis of the category of existence is [thus] in our 
own sense of existing and in our reaponses to the things around us 
taken to be as real as ourselves” (D, 289). 

■Integrated and growing up “in unison” with the category of 
thinghood is the “relational category” of causality (D, 378). But 
according to Sellars “a causal relation is not a law of uniformity but 
a relational event of a specific -sort” (D, 379). It involves “con- 
titiuity and contiguity” (D, 380), but also “necessity” (D, 380). 
“Causal laws do not express internal logical relations of entaiiment, 
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but the belief in a discovered causal necessity” which is "analogous 
in thought to logical necessity'* and is "the ground for our belief in 
empirical implication” (D, 381). “Existentially, the cause produces 
the effect in that it dynamically and charactenstically expresses itself 
in its relation to other things” (D, 386). Causal laws merely express 
“implications corresponding to the executive capacity of things of a 
determinate kind" (D, 393). 

Now an inspection of the realm of things reveals that “inorganic 
things are aggregates rather than intimate organizations like atoms, 
molecules, crystals, cells, organisms” (D, 305). For Sellars, as for 
any "emergent ■ evolutionist,” tliis difference is of “tremendous 
importance” (D, 305) for “it is only when there is something like 
a ^f-maintaining pattern that we have the kind of unity which is 
entitled to be called organic” (D, 306) ; and it is only upon the basis 
of “sub-organizations of intimate kinds** that life and mind emerge 
as “properties of organizations’* (D, 305). 

The emergence of higher levels of existence — in itself an "ultimate 
brvital factuality of nature” (D, 296) — can best be understood as 
an evolution. It is characterized by “genetic continuity** and by 
“novelty” (B, 297). Tlie thesis of Sellars’s "evolutionary natural- 
ism,” therrfore, is this, that in the course of emergent evolution 
physical existents are integrated into new and ever more complex 
patterns until there emerges a "living organism” which “when 
properly and adequatdy conceived, includes consciousness and is the 
sole source of tliat differential behavior wliich distinguishes it from 
less integrated bodies” (B, 298). "Mental abilities” are thus "the 
results of biological mutation and are the witnesses to types of 
causal action in the brain, not found elsewhere at lower levels” 
(B, 313). The "psychical,” for Sellars, is therefore “a natural in- 
gredient of the brain” (B, 313), a "functional character of the causal 
process itself” (B, 313). And "it is just because consciousness is 
not a second substance outside the brain but a variant within it that 
it can act as the focus and instrument of functional adjustment” 
(B, 313). It is because consciousness is "immersed in, and continu- 
ous with, brain-systenis in action” (B, 314) that it can be a guide and 
directing influence in the behavior of the organism (D, 408; 414; 
Chapter 16; B, Giapter 14). The . "brain-mind event" — ^for con- 
sciousness is an "event adjectival to the brain” (D, 408), it is “the 
patterned brain-event as sentient” (D, 214) — is "a patterned process 
oocurrent in a physical, brain involving shifts of configuration in an 
organized whole” (D, 421). And thus there emerges for Sellars 
an ultimate p^hophysical monism, a "form of materialism” 
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(D, 423), according to which consciousness is not an independent 
event but a feature of a physical event (D, 424), "a qualitative 
dimension of cerebral activity” (D, 424 ; 429-430). The "mind- 
brain unit” is an "organized activity, a patterned process, something 
of the nature of a synthetic whole” (D, 441) ; and it is the result 
of an emergent evolution, of a "growth resting on biological 
capacities” (D, 423; B, 334). 

If the ontological status of consciousness is as defined by Sellars, 
a question arises concerning the nature and status of values (D, 
Chapter 17 ; C) . As far as Sellars is concerned, "there is nothing 
about value which can possibly conflict with ontology, for man’s 
valuings presuppose the existence of things, their causal effects, his 
capacities and desires” (D, 450). The "ontological framework” 
within which man finds himself is the setting and condition of his 
values (D, 450). The "formation of value-concepts or meanings on 
the basis of recognizable, recurrent experiences goes on in us as 
naturally and as automatically as the formation of descriptive and 
relational concepts upon the basis of sense-data” (D, 463) ; but the 
basis of value-predicates is less "cognitive” and "more of the nature 
of desire, feeling, sentiment, purpose, factors integral to the self as an 
enduring thing” (D, 463). “In strict cognition we are trying to 
get at the nature of tlie object as it is apart from ourselves and to 
decipher its structure and beliavlor. In appraisal [or valuing] we 
are, instead, estimating how it has or might connect up with our 
lives” (D, 466). In either case, tlie reference is objective (D, 469- 
470; 473), After all, "value-judgments express our sense of the 
capacity of a thing to connect up with our lives in desirable and 
undesirable ways” ; they deal with the "power of things” (D, 472). 
But they also reflect "man as a self-conscious agent dominated by 
interests, sentiments, and purposes” ; and "it is through these as the 
hot center of his living that he looks out upon things, events, possi- 
bilities, and calls them good or bad” (D, 472) . If “I have sufficiently 
examined all that is relevant to the judgment on the side of the 
object,” and if "1 have essentially the same aestlietic and moral 
nature as others,” then I may "expect to have the proper and 
adequate valuation of the object” (D, 474). 

Is the universe friendly to man? (C, Chapters 1-9). Naturalism 
has occurred in two phases. In its older pliase men "were like chil- 
dren who had been bereaved of parents. They were alone in the. 
world. The, silence of the infinite spaces terrified them, No human 
voice came to them tlirough die thunder. The braves took refuge in 
stoic calm, while the wehker gave one glance and turned their faces 
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bade to tradition and authority, seeking to believe what th^ could 
hardly believe, snatching at the fainter hope” (C, 156). But during 
its modern pliase naturalism has led to a different view of the world, 
to a "satier and more balanced outlook.” “Let man stand on his 
own feet and trust his own powers. The universe is not unfriendly: 
rather is it tlie natural scene of his birth and achievement. It is 
something witliin whidi to work in a human way, bravely, creatively, 
gently, wisely. Here is a new attitude, that of an adult shifting for 
himself, set on carving out his own fortunes, aware that life is not 
a path of roses, knowing tliat tragedy may claim him, and yet 
fighting a good fight for wliatsoever things are honorable and of 
good repute. Here we have man and religion coming of age” 
(C. 156), 

But religion — ^the humanistic religion conformable to physical 
realism — “must frankly and intelligently reorientate itself to this 
life.” “It must hunt out positive values whose furtherance is worth 
while. It must acquire a sense for life rather than for death. The 
salvation it must stress is not the semimagical salvation of dis- 
embodied souls shrinking on the brink of an unknown eternity 
peopled with terrific Powers but a salvation which consists in making 
the most of life here and now in a creative and adventurous way” 
(C, 200). Jt must be a religion which “can dispense with 
immortality” (C, 201 ). 

“Human purpose is a development of pattern in nature.” “We 
are here at a very high level of evolutionary organization and we 
should expect the novel” (C, 224). Out of the “organic matrix” 
of the world “conscious purpose” evolves ; and man, becoming con- 
scious of purpose, at first projected his own “mode of working” 
upon the universe at large, “Pie assumed a mind back of nature as 
its governor, and a cosmic purpose.” “But the more we appreciate 
the nature of mind and its restricted area, the more does this pro- 
jection appear doubtful” (C, 226). Does man have a “cosmic 
companion” ? Sellars replies that “life sustains itself by its drives and 
objectives and the satisfaction the furtherance of these brings.” “If 
interests wane, an individual is bored and, as we say, life loses its 
meaning. It ceases ... to surge forward joyously.” But “a happy, 
active person does not ask for some external plan to give his life 
meaning. Instead, he creates meaning” (C, 227). “Given the living 
soul with its interests, emotions, and outlook upon life, and the value 
assigned to objects is inevitable” (C, 228). Physical realism shows 
that “the spiritual” is “rooted in man’s nature” and is not "alien 
and introduced in some miraculous feshion from above” ' (Q 238) . 
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“It recognizes that man’s spiritual life is largely an historical 
achievement” (C, 240). Physical realism, therefore, is “a natural- 
ism which apexes in social humanism” (C, 241), and which is 
conscious of the fact that “man creates god in his spiritual image” 
(C, 25S). “The Heavenly Powers of the old outlook are fading 
from tite human mind and tlie natural world is growing clearer and 
more definite” (C, 276). 


15. Pratt’s “Personal Realism” 

In many respects Sellars’s is the most impressive metaphysical 
achievement of critical realism in America. It combines critical 
acumen with imaginative insights and is responsive to scientific 
findings and human values alike. It integrates the dynamics of an 
emergent evolution with a modified materialism and culminates in a 
humanistic religion which stresses tl\e need for an adjustment of 
man’s thinking and behavior to the problems of the day. Whether 
or not Sellars’s effort has been entirely successful is a question which 
need not concern us here. Preceding sections have shown that the 
realistic epistemology which is foundational to Sellars’s system is 
unacceptable to many thinkers. Still other philosophers object to 
materialism — no matter how “refined” — and repudiate emergent 
evolution as an explanatory hypotliesis. They derive no satisfaction 
from Sellars’s “solution” of the body-mind problem. But all such 
objections are not now under consideration. Only one fact must be 
noted. It is this, that on the basis of the same realistic epistemology 
with which Sellars starts, James Bissett Pratt develops a metaphysic 
which, in fundamental respects, differs radically from the “physical 
realism” or “evolutionary naturalism” of Sellars. There exist thus 
at least two alternative metaphysics within the framework of critical 
realism— not counting the Drake-Rogers-Santayana-Strong theory 
of “essences” which finds its culmination in Santayana’s “realms of 
being.”" 

Pratt is convinced that “the only trustworthy defense of the 
reality of self, of a metaphysically grounded individualism, must be 
based upon a realistic epistemology” (viii).*’' As he sees it, the 
problem of meaning is the key to that epistemology. Upon analysis, 
Pratt finds that “every complete case of meaning” in the commonest 
sense of the term involves &ree tilings; (a) "the sign or symbol or 


'40 Sautayiiiia'a dpctrltiQ will be disouafled In the next section. 
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representative/’ (b) the object “meant,” which Pratt calls the 
"referend,” and ( c) “the active, conscious process which is aware 
of what the symbol refers to” (IS). Tlie ultimate source of meaning 
is experience ; for “tlie only simple referends we can mean are those 
we have experienced, and the only compound referends or situations 
we can mean are tlrose wliose qualities or characters we have 
experienced” (16). That is to say, words are meaningless “unless 
we can bring them bade to concrete experience with which tn our 
past they have someliow been linked” (16). 

"The referend to whidi the symbol points may be either a thing 
or a quality” (16) ; but the referend dius pointed to, the thing or 
experience or quality denoted by the symbol, “need not have mean- 
ing” (17). “Things can very well have character without meaning 
anything. It is only symbols upon which the possession of meaning 
is incumbent” ( 18) . The symbols themselves may be of different 
kinds. “Sometimes w6 think in words, sometimes in visual, auditory, 
or kinesthetic imagery. But whatever kind of images we use as 
symbols, these are not the objects but the tools of our thinking” ( 18) . 
They are “our private symbols by means of which we refer to other 
things” (19). That' is to say, “we think in images, but not of 
them” ( 19) ; and “every case of meaning involves transcendence” 

(20) . “The tiling we intend, the thing we will to 'mean,’ ” is some 
object other tlian the symbol employed in meaning it (20). The 
“transcendence” here referred, to pertains not only to “some past or 
future or merely possible experience” which is other tlian the symbol 
employed, but also to "things” which are "external to our experience 
as a whole” and existentially not identical with any part of it (20). 
Moreover, our imagination can make “new combinations of experi- 
enced qualities and attribute them to some being or to some region 
of space or time which no man has ever experienced, and thus 
transcend in meaning all existential experience” (20-21). 

In every, active reference which is essential to meaning, there is 
always “an element of conscious intention.” Without such intention 
meaning is “unthinkable’’; for “the central character of meaning Is 
.’reference or pointing,” and- “reference or pointing is always an act” 

(21) . “A mere succession of images, a mere series. of. associated 
sensations, neithet; means an 3 U;hing itself nor lends meaning to 
symbols. Only a mental act :can do that” (22). On the other hand, 
a “thing can perfectly well . . . even though we humans are 
unable to talk aboiit it”. "Its character, its reality, its influence 
Upon other things and experiences are ^not dependent upon its 
definability” (24).. 
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Pratt admits that “every being, event, experience is related to all 
other beings, events, and experiences.” He points out, however, that 
“in addition to the characters which things get from their relations, 
thqr nnist also have some intrinsic characters of their own” (30) ; 
for "if there are to be relations there must be terms” (27). The 
“pattern of things” is dependent upon the “intrinsic and original 
quality” of the things (31) ; but different relations also make a 
difference in the nature of things (33). In other words, terms have 
“inherent or intrinsic qualities” and they have “relational charac- 
ters” (33). “Relations are both external and internal” (34). It is 
Pratt’s contention that the “relational characters” give us “knowl- 
edge about” objects, and tltat the “intrinsic qualities which terms 
possess in and by themselves” give us “acquaintance with” objects, 
or “direct awareness” (36). This means that we can share or 
communicate “only the relational diaracters of our common world,” 
and that the “qualia of my sensations and of my feelings are 
intimately and solely my own” (37). 

Now “in order to make use of our experience as a guide, in order 
to communicate it to otliers and to gain their cooperation in our 
practical living, we have to abstract from the individuality and 
uniqueness of an individual thing or experience and draw attention 
to qualities which the individual shares with others and which 
language names. It is thus that we form concepts or free ideas” (42). 
These concepts, however, are not arbitrary, but “correspond to, 
because they are drawn from, the actual nature of individu^ tilings” 
(42). Things actually exist in groups or classes in -the sense that 
“they are in some respects similar to each other” (42) ; and con- 
cepts are tlie names we give to these similarities. "The real world is 
such tliat thought is justified in dividing existent objects into classes 
based oMi similvity and difference" (42). 

Laws, like concepts, are not existents but “descriptive proposi- 
tions” — -formulations, or possible formulations, of the ways in which 
reality acts (45) . Concepts and laws and the "necessities of thought” 
give us a "kind of framework for the real world” (47). Among the 
“necessities of thought” are the three fundamental “laws of thought” : 
Identity, Noncontradiction, and Excluded Middle (48) ; and the 
“concept of order” (49). TTils latter concept is related, to “causality” 
but must not be confused with it “All causal series are types of 
order, but there are many orders that are not causal" (49), Space 
and time, for example, are also “inextricably connected with the 
categoiy of order,” “The coexistence of things presupposes space 
and file possibility of events presupposes time” (49). 
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But there is more to the world of things than the ''framework'* 
just referred to. Change occurs in that world, and "all real change, 
as all real duration, supposes somediing that changes and endures, 
and only an existent entity — ^not an essence or ideal nature — can do 
this” (53). Individuality, too, is an existent; for “the touchstone 
of the individual is uniqueness” and only existence imparts 
uniqueness. God might create another “exactly similar” individual, 
but, as existent, it would still be “another" (53). As existent, an 
individual remains indefinable; for “to define” means either to 
analyze into ultimate qualities (which are universals), or to indicate 
by means of relations (i.e., by assigning the thing to a “nameabie 
locus in a pattern”) and the relations thus employed are universals 
(53-54). ^istence as such cannot be defined (57) although It can 
be “exhibited” (57). Pratt here accepts the position which Sellars 
formulated when he said : “The basis of the category of existence is in 
our own sense of existing and in our responses to the things around 
us taken to be as real as ourselves” (Physical Realism, 289). If 
the nature of tlie existent is to be further characterized, then, accord- 
ing to Pratt, it can be done by asserting tliat die existent or the real 
is “that which is capable of making a difference to experience” (57). 
In accordance with this stipulation, “any combination of what and 
that which actually can affect experience” is an existent; but an 
asserted existent “which under no circumstances, directly or 
indireedy, could make any difference to any experience could not in 
any significant sense be called existent” (58). 

For Pratt “a substance is not an essence but an existent.” As a 
matter of fact he equates “existent thing” with “substance** and 
says that “all existent things are substances and all substances 
existent things'* (67). If diis interpretation is accepted, then it will 
be seen that “substances are of varying grades” (®). Tar be sure, 
substances do not differ from one another in exigence, but they do 
differ “in the degree of independence they possess.** “Many sub- 
stances of low grade possess only artificial unity: they owe what 
unity they have to us and to our purposes. The constellation of the 
Great Bear is an example; but most material objects are to a 
considerable degree dependent for their unity on our ways of 
thinking or the purposes for which we utilize them. My watch may 
be regarded as unitary from one point of view, and from another as 
■a collection of substances. ' Substances which are artificial In the 
sdise of possessing no unity of their own, but borrowing all they pos- 
sess from our ways of regarding them, may even overlap widi each 
.other” — as when two constellations include identical stars (68-69). 
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Pratt is thus forced to distinguish between ‘‘existent substances 
whose unity and identity is chiefly due to our ways of r^rding 
them,” and substances "whicli have objectively within thtoiselves a 
cliaracter of activity or power which suggests to us that they are 
actually in some sense seif'identical units” (69). The latter are 
“substances of higher grade." Hie line of demarcation is determined 
by indivisibility. “If there are indivisible atoms or electrons, these 
are substances in the more objective sense.” It is Pratt’s contention, 
however, that “it is in the biological realm that we find most 
certainly the higher forms of substance,” and that “the highest form 
of substance that we know— except, perhaps, for Reality as a whole 
— ^would be sdf-conscious and seif-directing selves” (69-70)'. 

The very fact that a substance is an existent presupposes in it at 
least some degree of permanence. Every existent has not only a locus 
in real time but some duration. Change is possible because substances 
are continuants, because “the central characters of substances outlast 
some of their superficial characters” (71). 

■ For the rest of his epistemology Pratt accepts in all essentials the 
position of the critical realists — including the “correspondence 
theory” of truth (Chapter 7) ; the denial of solipsism (Chapter 8); 
and the integrative significance of causation (Chapter 10). He 
holds, in brief, that there exists *'a world of physical, spatial objects 
and of psycho-physical organisms" — ^^'a world of things and of selves” 
(151) — and tliat we can attain “knowledge about” this world and 
not only “acquaintance with” it. He is sure that this “realistic 
hypothesis is thoroughly ^entific in form, and that a great deal of 
evidence can be furnished, a great deal has already, in die history of 
tlie race and of each individual, been piled up, toward its verification" 
(151). Pratt admits that “the realistic hypothesis remains only 
probable” (152) but maintains that it is so natural, so simple, so 
applicable to every turn of human experience .that none bnt a few 
extreme skeptics have ever questioned it (153). 

. Critical or dualistlc realism (as Pratt prefers to call Ws poutlon) 
insists upon an .“existential difference between the content of the 
mind and its objects— be they physical things in the materialistic 
sense, physical things in die pan-psychic sense, othei* human centers 
of cohsciousness, dieir ideas and e^eriences, or logical entities, or 
essences” (192). It is the thesis that in.thc knowledge-situation hot 
tfivo but at least three Actors are involved t'Vthe consciotxS subject, 
the mental content, and’ die object (whether epistemological' or 
t ontological)" (193). It is. the interpretation of. the ontological 
object which gives Pratds; realism its particular flavor and distinction. 
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Like Setlars, Pratt is convinced that the mind-body problem is 
crucial for all realism (Chapter 16: "The Unavoidability of the 
Mind-Body Problem") ; for "a great deal of one’s ultimate Weltaii- 
schamng, of one’s estimate of man, his freedom and his destiny, 
will depend upon the conclusion one comes to concerning the relation 
of body and mind" (223) . "Far from being artificial, the problem is 
inevitable" (223; 220). But Pratt takes issue with Sellars’s conten- 
tion that the doctrine of "emergent evolution" provides an adequate 
solution (234; 247-249). To him the evidence appears "overpower- 
ingly strong that neither the body alone nor a mere string of psychic 
states alone, nor both together, can begin to account for the actual 
facts of human effort and knowing and living — ^facts whidi are, 
after all, about the most certain things we have" (272). As far as 
Pratt is concerned, the facts "demand for their most natural explana-^ 
tion the reality of an active subject br self’ (272). 

The self, as Pratt conceives it, is a substance (266). It "tr not 
die body, nor is it the psycho-physical organism" (266). It is not 
to be identified with anydiing physical; but neither is it the stream 
of consciousness (266). It is, rather, a subject which perceives, 
conceives, thinks, hopes, feels, decides, and acts (267). As Pratt 
views the evidence, “experience, consciousness, of the human sort, no 
matter what the object of its awareness, is the sort of tiring that 
naturally points to and inevitably presupposes an existent subject" 
(275). "The body in normal conditions is very much more like a 
tool of the mind dian like a part of it" (268). It is "the Self’s closest 
environment" (268),' "a piece of property’’ of the self — as Hocking 
called it. But terms such as "tool,” "environment," and "property” 
do not adequately describe the rdation in question; for the self is 
also "organic to its body,” "lives in its body.” The relation between 
the self and its body is Aus "not exactly like any other relation" ; "it 
is m generis, uqique” (269). "If you .wish' further knowledge of 
it, you must turn to your own body and your relation to it and see: 
TkcU is what this relation i is likel" ’(269). It is essentially an 
inieraction (272-273). 

In defense of his conception of an existrat self, Pratt argues that 
the continuity’ of thought plainly implies the reality of A continuing 
self or slibject (285)-; that "comparison', the recognition of likeness 
and difference; the cgmprehension of a series of events, display a 
unity which is hot to be found in. the mere collection of the objects 
and separate states in^lved, and. is explicable only if the subject 
which compares and comprehends is in some sense separate from the 
states and objects observed”; that "in the. act of .thinking, a unity is 
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requisite which could not possibly come from any psychic state nor 
from anything else except a unitary actor who holds together in a 
single grasp the various considerations which form parts of his 
thought" (286). “The unity of tlie mind whicli points to the 
existence of a self lies in the fact that whatever the content of my 
mind, I kftow itj and I know it as the content of n$y mind" (289). 
Thinking “requires a thinker, who in his intention transcends all his 
psychic states and refers to more Uian he experiences" (280). More- 
over, we know ourselves “as centers of force, as powers, as sources 
of energy, as entities that can do things." “The experience of making 
an effort is the experience of ourselves making an effort." “When 
1 try to do something it is consciously I that is trying ; and if 1 be 
subtracted, the experience is utterly transformed and no trying is 
left" (293). 

The self, as conceived by Pratt, is a substance (in the sense 
previously defined) ; it is “an existent being possessing qualities” 
(301). But it is “a substance of its own kind"; “it is sui generic* 
(301; 305). It possesses a “unity of an Inherent sort which no 
other substance possesses" (305). It is “the only being tliat is 
essentially one" (305). It is not only the unity behind each mental 
state and “the grasper that unifies and compares" simultaneous 
experiences, but it is also '*the unity and the unifier in successive 
states, the identical being that endures in the midst of its changing 
acts and states” (306). It is, as Whitehead puts it, “tliat which 
maintains itself through its experiences" (306). And this self is 
“characterized by its passing sensa . 1 . , by its memories, its 
tendencies, its activities, its powers and potentialities for action, its 
efforts of attention and will, its reasoning power, its sentiments, its 
purposes" (3 16) ; but it is “probably in the free act of will" that 
the self “makes itself most vividly plain" (316). “In attention with 
effort, in sticking to tlie distasteful mental task in spite of monotony, 
in spite of weariness, in spite of pain, we are often most obvious to 
ourselves. As in those crises hi which the will acts against instinctive 
tendency, even against the biological interests of the organism, the 
self shines with its own light, in its essential superiority to the merely 
physical and physiological and psychological" (316-317'). Freedom 
is thus a “central and crucial part" of Pratt's conception of the self— 
“freedom, responsibility, the power of Initiative and origination, the 
choice of acts on account of which praise and blame may be 
meaningfully ascribed." (319; Chapter 21), 

If the nature of the self and its relation to the body are as de* 
scribed, then certain “ultimate" questions arise. How does the self 



CRITICAL REALISM 


501 


Ch. 18] 

"fit into” the cosmic whole? Has human life a purpose, and if so, 
what is it? Pratt reminds us that there are five principal hypotheses 
concerning the nature of the world; (a) Materialistic Naturalism, 
(b) Dualistic and Atheistic Phtralism, (c) Deism or Transcendental 
Theism and die conception of the Finite God, (d) Spiritual Panthe- 
ism, and (e) Absolute Idealism (354). Pratt rejects Materialistic 
Naturalism as incompatible with the idea of “self” developed in the 
preceding paragraphs (355). He repudiates Pluralism as a hypothe- 
sis which stops diort of an implied conclusion. This hypothesis 
“ought either to go back to pure Naturalism or go on to something 
else” (356). 

Since man has grown out of tlie universe, the universe is to some 
extent characterized by man. It is the kind of universe that has 
produced man. It is the kind of universe man lives in. And this 
universe is not like the "purely material and meclianical systems” 
after which Naturalism patterns its model of the universe (356-357)'. 
Mechanism, Pratt maintains, '*can give no adequate explanation of 
the facts of ontology” (361) or of the “fitness of the environment” 
(362). To him “the picture given by ‘Emergent Evolution’ seems 
incomparably more like the world we live in than does either Mate- 
rialism's picture of a cosmos in which consciousness and purpose 
have no place, or the unfinished and unfinidiable sketdi of a dualistic 
atomism, with no suggested merging of the organic and die inor- 
ganic” (362). The “emergent evolutionists,” however, do not really 
give us an explanation of the facts. “Wliat they present us with is 
merely a theoretical history, a chronological list of the order in which 
things have appeared. Their history and their list are probably cor- 
rect, but if they stop with them they have thrown no light on the 
extraordinary things that they have described” (363). 

Explanation and ultimate understanding, according to Pratt, can 
come only through a comprehension of purpose; and such an ex- 
planation of the nature of ^e universe is “suggested by the fact that 
we seem to find immanent purpose running all through the organic 
world and expressing itself at all the levels of the cosmic development 
which .we are trying to understand” (364). Pratt admits that this is 
"not a demonstrable explanation,” W confesses that he knows of 
no other that seems to be equally "probable” (364). 

As Pratt sees it, the &cts of Emergent Evolution “point toward 
the conclusion -that the development of at least one part of the uni- 
verse has been largely directed by conscious purpos^’ (365). This 
conclusion, this “overbelief,” forces Pratt beyond the first two. of the 
five metaphysical hypotheses mentioned above, “The facts of mysti- 



50 * PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch, ti 

dsm and the religious consciousness,” the widespread “sense of a 
More, of a reservoir of spiritual life akin to our own,” give his posi- 
tion aidded support (36S-366). He maintains that just “as the mod- 
em concept of causation leads os to conceive of the universe as an 
organic whole, a network of relations and of parts sensitive to and 
mutually influencing each other, so an examination of purpose and 
the meaning of its eflicienqr points to the conclusion that, if the 
world be really teleolo|pcal, the relation between the cosmic purpose 
and the cosmic process must be analogous to that between a self and 
its body” (371). 

Pratt thus finds himsdf faced with a (dioice between “Spiritual 
Pantheism” or “Immanent Theism,” and “some form of Absolute 
Idealism” (372). Repudiating Absolute Idealism, Pratt ultimately 
accepts a view of reality which in some ways is akin to Bergson's 
conception of an Slau vital (377). That is to say, tiie “world process” 
is, for Pratt, “the outpouring of an inner life, essentially spontaneous, 
always purposeful, but never directed by an ancient and fixed design” 
(377*378). In and through it tlie “Cosmic Self” “eternally creates 
what are for Himsdlf the highest values” (384), Does He create 
values for us also? Pratt replies that “if philosophy is unable to make 
here any positive assertion, I do not see how it can forbid the con- 
viction of both Buddhism and Qiristianity that insight and love are 
at the very heart of Being” (384), 

16. SaAtayana^B “Realms of Being*' 

As critical realists, Sellars and Pratt are in substantial agreement 
in so far as their epistemology is concerned. The difference in their 
position is almost exclusively ontological. For both thinkers the 
body-mind problem is of crucial significance. Their divergence in 
the solution of this problem is foundational to their respective meta- 
physical conclusions. Sellars rejects psychophysical dualism and ends 
up with a monistic “evolutionary naturaUsm” which admowledges as 
real only physical entities, their increasini^y complex intef^ations, 
and their differentiated functions. Pratt, on the other hand, accepts 
a psychophysical' interactionism, regards tiie “self” as the highest 
degree of “substance,” and finds ultimate truth in Buddhism' and 
Oiristianily." , . , - ' 

When we now turn to a consideration of Santayana’s “Realms of 
Being,” the picture » of critical realism becomes even more complex; 
for ^ntayana, belUg the chief representative 'of the Drake-Rogers- 
Santayana-Strong theory of “essences,” differs from Sellars and 
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Pratt even in his epistemology. That he should also differ from bodi 
in his 'metaphysics' is therefore not astoni^ing. 

The word ‘metaphysics’ has here been placed in single quotation 
marks because Santayana specifically states that his system is "not 
metaphysical" (A, vii).*^ llie Realms of Being are "not parts of a 
cosmos, nor one great cosmos together: they are only kinds of cate- 
gories of things" which Santayana finds "conspicuously different and 
worth distinguishing" (A, vi). Metaphysics, in Santayana’s opinion 
is a hybrid of physical speculation, pure logic, and honest literature. 
It is "an attempt to determine matters of fact by means of logical or 
moral or rhetorical constructions" and "arises by a confusion of those 
Realms of Being” which Santayana carefully distingui^es (A, vii). 

Characterizing his own position, Santayana says that "in natural 
philosophy” he is "a decided materialist,” but that his "materialism” 
is "not metaphysical.” He does "not profess to know what matter is 
in itself” (A, vii). He believes that "only the Indians and the Greek 
naturalists, together with Spinoza, have been right on the chief issue, 
the relation of man and of his spirit to the universe” (A, viii) 5 and 
he regards himself as "a Platonist in logic and morals" (A, viii). 

In arguing for his position Santayana begins by denying existence 
to "any datum, whatever it may be” (A, 35). But since the datumj 
by hypothesis, is "the whole of what solicits . . , attention at any 
moment,” Santayana is led to “deny the existence of everything” 
and to abolisli the category of existence altogether (A, 35). As he 
puts it, "belief in the existence of anything, including myself, is aome- 
thing radically incapable of proof, and resting, like all belief, on some 
irrational persuasion or prompting of life” (A, 35). To be sure, 
"when Z deny existence I exist” ; but the point to ^ noted is that 
there is no proof and that "the belief in existence, in the nature of 
the case, can be a belief only” (A, 35), 

< Wlien we assert that an object exists, something more is involved 
than the obvious character of that which is alleged to exist. This 
someilimg which is added to the datum seems to be added by me. 
"It is the finding, the occurring, the assault, the impact of that being 
here. and now; it is the experience of it" (A, 37). This "sense of 
existence” is "the strain of life within me, prior to all intuition” 
(A, 37). This "sense of existence” I sliare with all animals; for 

''^BXhe section on Santayana^s "Realma of Belng^ is based upon ihe followlnff 
works; Scepiicisin and Animat (1^3) ; (B) .Tha Raalm of Eisonco (1927) ; 
(C) Tho ifealw df Maiiwr (193Q) ; (D) TUa Eealm of Tmth (1938) ; (E) Tko Realm 
of Spirii (1940). See also the Santayana volume in the Library of Liviiiff Fhilos<' 
opbefa, The Philosophy of Geot^ge Stantaymw, P. A. Schiipp, Editor. 

AU quotations from tae works of S^tayana by permission oi Charles Setibiier's 
Sons, publlahers. 
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"anintala, being by nature hounded and hungry creatures, spy out 
and take alarm at any datum of sense or fancy, supposing that there 
is something substantial there, something that will count and work 
in tile world” (A, 38-39). But “existence, not being included in any 
inunediate datum, is a fact always open to doubt*' (A, 39-40). 

On the other hand, if we examine the datum as such and irrespec- 
tive of any reference to existence; if we suspend the transitive and 
presumptive knowledge of facts which is a form of belief; we en- 
counter a form of intuition whidi “runs no risks of error” (A, 70). 
As Santayana himself puts it: “When by a difficult suspension of 
judgment I have deprived a given image of all adventitious signifi- 
cance, when it is taken neither for the manifestation of a substance 
nor for an idea in a mind nor for an event in a world, but simply 
if a color for that color and if music for that music, and if a face W 
that face, then an immense cognitive certitude comes to compensate 
me for so much cognitive abstention. My scepticism at last has 
touched bottom, and my doubt has found honorable rest in the abso- 
lutely indubitable. Wliatever essence I find and note, that essence 
and no other is established before me. I cannot be mistaken about 
it, since I now have no object of intent other than the object of 
intuition” (A, 74) .« 

The “essence” encountered in this ultimate intuition enlarges my 
“acquaintance with true being” ; but the ideal object, which is the 
essence, “may have no natural sigiiiflcance, tliough it has aestlietic 
immediacy and logical definition” (A, 75). “The modest scope of 
this speculative acquaintance with essence renders it infallible, whilst 
the logical and aesthetic ideality of its object renders that object 
external” (A, 75). Moreover, “not only is the character of each 
essence inalienable, and, so long as it is open to intuition, indubitable, 
but the realm of essences is infinite? (A, 76) . 

“Notliing is ever present to me except some essence.” Therefore 
“if I regard my intuitions as knowledge of facts, all my experience is il- 
lusion, and life is a dream” (A, 99). If I am content to recognize the 
data of experience for pure essences, they cannot deceive me. But 
"if I hypostatize an essence into a fact, instinctively placing it in 
relations which are not given within it, I am putting my trust In 
animal faith, not in any evidence” (A, 99). But this “animal feith” 
Is not inconsistent with the complete scepticism whiclt terminates in 
the intuition of essences (A, 105). That “external tilings exist, that 

Santayana’s ’’radical sceptlcUm” as here employed U In many rcapeota atriklngly 
sImUat to the pHeiwtneiiolwcal procedure ct . oa praotieed hy 
HniBBerl 
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I exist myself, and live more or less prosperously in the midst of 
them, is a faith not founded on reason but precipitated in action” 
(A, 106) ; and this faitli “does no violence to a sceptical analysis of 
experience; on the contrary, it takes advantage of tliat analysis to 
interpret this volatile experience as all animals do and must, as a set 
of symbols for existences that cannot enter experience” (A, 106). 

l^perience, however, “when the shocks diat punctuate it are re- 
acted upon instinctively,” imposes belief in a person or self — "a 
substantial being preceding all the vicissitudes of experience, and 
serving as an instrument to produce them, or a soil out of which 
they grow” (A, 145). “What shock proves, if it proves anything, 
is that I have a nature to which all events and all developments are 
not equally welcome” (A, 146). A self, therefore, “not a material 
world, is the first object which I should posit if I wisli the experience 
of shock to enlarge my dogmas in the strict order of evidence” 
(A, 146). And the self thus posited is “a living psyclie” (A, 147). 
The material world — ^tlie world in which “things sought can be found, 
and things seen can be eaten” — ^is a secondary posit. Belief in such 
a world is “the initial expression of animal vitality in the sphere of 
mind” (A, 180). "It is involved in any pang of hunger, of fear, or 
of love. It launches the adventure of knowledge” (A, 181). "The 
effort of knowledge is to discover what sort of a world this disturbing 
world happens to be” (A, 181). 

The first “realm of being” which we encounter in our search for 
knowledge is that of essence. Each essence has a character which 
distinguishes it from any other essence, and is therefore "perfectly 
individual.” “There can be no question in the realm of essence of 
mistaken identity, vagueness, shiftiness, or self-contradiction” (B, 
18), Whatever ^ubts there may be arise with respect to “natural 
existences of the meanings and purposes of living minds” (B, 18). 

The “inalienable individuality” of each essence renders the essence 
“a universal” (B, 18). “Every essence in its own realm is just as 
central, just as normal, and just as complete as any other” (B, 19) ; 
but “the multitude of essences is absolutely infinite” (B, 21). It must 
be noted, however, that “essences do not esist’* (B, 29). “The realm 
of essence' is comparable to an infinite Koran — or the Logos tliat 
was in the beginning — written in invisible but indelible ink, prophe- 
sying all that Being could ever be or contain ; and the flux of existence 
Is' the magical re-ag^ent . . . bringing here one snatch of it and there 
Mother to the light for a passing moment” (B, 22). 

But.essence, although not necessarily realized, “much more truly is 
than any substance or any experience or any event: for a substance, 
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event, or experience may change its forms or may exist only by 
changing it” ; it is not a imit at all, “save by external delimitation” 
(B, 23). But “essence is just that character which any existence 
wears in so far as it remains identical with itself and so long as it 
does so” (B, 23). “To be able to become something else, to suffer 
cliange and yet endure, is the privilege of existence, be it in a sub- 
stance, an event, or an experience; whereas essences can be ex- 
changed, but not changed. Existence at every step casts off one 
essence and picks up another” (B, 23), 

Now “of all essences the most landed and the most despised . . . 
and the most misunderstood ... is pure Being” (B, 45). Pure 
being, as Santayana understands it, can be “discerned analytically 
and intuitively in every essence whatsoever.” It supplies "the logical 
or aesthetic matter which all essences have in common” (B, 45), 
“Existence exists by virtue of oppositions in tlie place, time, and 
exclusive characters of particulars” ; but “being has being by virtue 
of its universal identic” (B, 48). Pure Being, therefore, “excludes 
particular determinations within its own bosom, but it does not annul 
tliem in the world because it is not on the plane of existence at all ; 
it is by no means a matter within particulars which lends them 
existence” (B, 52). Sitbstance is such a matter; and pure Being 
“liypostatized into substance” is “matter congealed, arrested, emptied, 
and deprived of its cosmic fertility” (B, S3). 

According to Santayana the “realm of matter” is the second 
“realm of being.” It is “the field of action” and is “essentially dy- 
namic" rather than pictorial (C, xi). “The realm of matter is the 
matrix and the source of everything: it is nature, the' sphere of gene- 
sis, the universal mother” (C, xi). 

That such a world exists is, of course, a matter of faith — of 
“animal faith” (C, 6). But "the faith that posits and describes a 
world is just as transcendental as the criticism which reduce that 
world to an appearance or a fiction” (C, 9). ,Upon analysis Santk- 
yana finds that this faith involves several specific tenets. 

“1. Since substance is posited, and not given in intuition, as es- 
sences may be given, substance is ei^ternal to the thought which posits 

r(C. 10). 

“2. Since it is posited in action, or in readiness for action, the 
substance posited is external to the physical agent which is the 
organ of that action.” “In other words; Substance has (tarts and'eon- 
sHttites a physied space. . . . AU the parts of substance are extenuA 
to oni another** (C, 10).' 

“3. Since substance is ' engaged in action, and action involves 
chan^, substance is in flux and constitutes a physical Hnt^* (C, 10). 
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"4. Since the agents in action and reaction are distinct in position 
and variable in diaracter, and since they induce changes in one 
another, substance is unequatty distributed. It diversifies the field of 
action, or physical time and space*' (C, 10). 

“5. Since there is no occasion for positing any substance save as 
an agent in the field of action, all recognizable substance must be in 
the same field in which die organism of the observer occupies a rela- 
tive center. Therefore, wherever it works and solicits recognition, 
substance composes a relative cosmos'* (C, 10-11). 

These tenets of "animal faith" find support — although not proof — 
in an analysis of experience ; for "something not essence" actualizes 
and limits the manifestation of every essence that figures in nature 
or appears before the mind. And this "something" is what Santa- 
yana means by "substance" (C, 14), It is "indefinitely, perhaps 
infinitely, deep and inhuman,” and is "certainly complex, local, and 
temporal” (C, IS). It is the "common medium” in which events — 
as successive or contiguous occurrences — “may assume relations ex- 
ternal to their respective essences” (C, 16). 

The properties of substance are "relative and functional" (C, 26). 
"In its diffusion it lends existence to certain eternal essences, and 
enables diem to figure in a flux of events.” At each point it exempli- 
fies "some essence, of which, then and there, it creates an instance” 
(C, 26). It is "quantitative” and its changes are "proportionate and 
measurable” (C, 36). It is "atomic inasmuch as existence is dis- 
crete" (C, 39). Sometimes, however, it takes the form of "animals 
in whom there are feelings, images, and thoughts" (C, 41). As seen 
from one point of view, "these mental facts are immaterial” and 
"offer no butt for action and exercise no physical influence on one 
another" (C, 41). But from another point of view these "same 
mental facts are manifestations of substance” and are "parts of a 
total natural event which, on its substantial side, belongs to the plane 
of action" (C, 41-42) i • • 

"Beheath the intermittence of phenomena, the phases or modes 
through which substance flows are contiguous" (C, 42). "Each 
pliase or mode of substance, although not contained in its ante- 
cedents, is predetermined by them in its place and quality, and pro- 
portionate in them' in extent and intensity” (C, 42). Because 
substance is what it is, nature, as we encounter it, constitutes a 
determinate and dynamic whole. 

Santayana’s third "realm of beingl’ is the "realm of truth.” Truth 
here means "the sum of all assertions." ^'The truth is all things seen 
under the form of eternity" (D, vi). 

"An opinion is true if what it is talking about is constituted as 
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the opinion asserts it to be constituted” (D, yi). Truth, in other 
words, is ”a question of identity between a fact asserted and a fact 
existing” (D, vi) ; and the experience which makes us most keenly 
aware of the “being of truth” is the experience of other people lying. 
“When I am falsely accused, or when I am represented as thinking 
what I do not think, I rebel against that contradiction to my evident 
self-knowledge” (D,vi). In such an experience “I learn that a report 
may fly in the face of the facts” (D, vii) . But I also learn that there 
is “a comprehensive standard description for every fact, whiclt those 
who report it as it happened report in part, whereas on the contrary 
liars contradict it in some particular.” “That standard comprehensive 
description of any fact which neither I nor any man can ever wholly 
repeat, is tlie truth about it” (D, vii). 

However, ail particular truths and facts are contingent rather than 
necessary (D, 11). "The very categories of fact and truth, like all 
other essences, if tliey are exemplified at all, are exemplified unneces- 
sarily and by a groundless chance” (D, 16; 18). “The possession of 
such categories is after all a psycliological or even a personal acci- 
dent; and the fact that they are convenient, or even absolutely true in 
describing the existing world, is a cosmic accident” (D, 18). 

As Santayana sees it, truth is “subservient to existence” (D, 39) ; 
but it “becomes the arbiter of success in one of the most important 
functions of life : tliat of intelligent adjitstment on the part of living 
beings to the conditions under which they live. This adjustment is 
physical; but the token of it for the spirit comes in foresight, sane 
imagination, and sentiments pertinent to the facts” (D, 40). Truth, 
therefore, prepares the way for spirit. But “if spirit were not in- 
carnate, ... if in consequence it were not domiuled in the material 
and temporal world,” if “certain things did not press upon it and 
trouble it more than others,” "then truth would not need to enter into 
its thoughts” (D, 44). 

An idea or judgment is true only “if it reports the truth” ; i.e., 
if it participates “in die truth” (D, 41). The “empirical relations” 
which that idea or judgment may have in the world “have nothing 
to do with its truth” ; for if an idea is useful, beautiful, or comforting, 
it is useful, beautiful, or comforting, not true; and “if an idea, per- 
liaps an illusion, is harmonious with another idea, the two are har- 
monious, and both together may be a worse illusion than each of 
them was separately” (D, 42). “Nor would perfect coherence in 
ideas, in the longest of dreams, make the dream true” (D, 42-43). 
' Only the partiupation of an idea in the truth makes that idea itself 
true. 
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But truth is not exclusively a matter of rational ideas-i~as it is in 
mathematics and the sciences. Santayana also recognizes a dramatic 
intuition and, in consequence, a “dramatic ti-uth” (D, 61). After 
all, the “soul” is "a dramatic center of action and passion,” and “from 
the passions,” “from the principles of action” springs "dramatic in- 
tuition” (D, 60-61). The passion itself is a force “let loose” within 
man "and altogether other and deeper than his consciousness of it” 
( D, 6 1 ) . If man attempts to put it into words, or to conceive its proper 
nature, he is driven to dramatic fictions, to myth, or to dialectic.'*' 
“The truth facing his passions, as he is best able to conceive it, is a 
dramatic trudi” (D, 61). 

Beyond tlie "realm of truth” there is yet the “realm of spirit.” 
It is important to note, however, that Santayana is "intellectually 
a convinced materialist” (E, vii), and that he “traces in spiritual 
things only their spiritual quality, whilst planting them, as far as their 
existence is concerned, unequivocally on natural ground, and showing 
how they spring out of it" (E, vii). What Santayana calls spirit is 
"only diat inner light of actuality or attention which floods all life 
as men actually live it on earth.” "It is roughly the same thing as 
feeling or thought” and might be called "consciousness” (E, vii). 

This spirit, although imprisoned in the body, “escapes from its 
cage as no physical fact can escape.” "It can imagine all sorts of 
things unlike itself; it can take long views over the times and spaces 
surrounding its temporary home; it can even view itself quizzically 
from the outside” (E, 2) ; but “it had better be reconciled to incarna- 
tion, if it is at all attached to existence or even to knowledge” (E, 2). 

“Spirit in each of its instances assumes a transcendental station, 
and looks out from there on all the world. Wherever it is, is here ; 
whenever it is, is now” (E, 2-3). Spirit, a “product of the psyche” 
(E, 13), is "an awareness natural to animals, revealing the world 
and themselves in it.” It is “consciousness, attention, feeling, 
thought” — that which "marks tiie total inner difference between 
being awake or asleep, alive or dead” (E, 18). 

The "psyche” or soul, according to Santayana, is "the unconscious 
organic destiny present in living seeds and in living bodies” (£, 53), 
the "universal Will,” "tite observable endeavor in things of any sort 
to develop a specific form and to preserve ft” (E, S3). Spirit is an 
expression of this Will, arising "at a specially energetic phase in the 
life of the psyche, namely, when the range of adjustment and control 
begins to extend beyond tlie body” (E, 54), when the Will "finds it 

QOThis same concern for the truth of man^s paaslona led H. B. Alexander to his 
thesia of "drama' as a category of reality." 
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profitable to mark, trace, and even imitatively to ahare the movement 
of Will elsewhere” (E, 55). Spirit is thus “not a substance with a 
life of its own” but “a consciousness of animal aspirations already 
afoot” (E, 65). “Tlie whole experience of spirit expresses natural 
predicaments. Spirit suffers hunger and thirst; it hates, it fears, it 
loves, it inquires, it feels perplexed and forsaken. It is merely the 
psyche become conscious” (E, 65) . “Any dream of being pure spirit, 
omniscient, safe, and joyful, represents only an ideal limit ... not 
attainable in its purity” (E, 65). 

In man, as in any other finite creature, spirit is “deeply enslaved.” 
“It tastes freedom, and gets some notion of it, only in those moments 
of intuition in which the animal seat and the animal bias of the Will 
are forgotten and intelligence and love, as if disembodied, fly to their 
objects without hindrance from the, flesh” (E, 69). But since ex- 
istence is “intrinsically a flux or process,” there is “essential novdty 
at every step” ; and “under flie form of eternity” it “makes no dif- 
ference whether we say that each term arises independently or that 
the trope tliat involves and unites the two terms arises as a whole” 
(E, 72). The universe could not possess “moral freedom” unless it 
were animated by a spirit that saw the whole prophetically and willed 
it psycliologically; in a word, “unless God governed it” (E, 74). 
“We are free morally when the spirit in us foresees and intends what 
we do physically or assents to it while being done” (E, 74). 

Spirit is "entirely dependent on matter for its existence and dis- 
tribution, but not by phj^ical derivation” (E, 79). “Matter would 
never have evolved Into animals had not organization been potential 
in it from the beginning; and organization would never have awak- 
ened consciousness had not essence and truth overarched existence 
from all eternity, and summed it up, with all its perspectives ready, 
for spirit to perceive” (E, 79). From flie very beginning, action and 
readiness for action in a ps}^e have “a moral dimension” whicli 
appears in consciousness when spirit arises. “Reflection may then 
appropriately see in a prophetic wish the moral reason or motive for 
such events, as warnings may be omens, or mirades answer to 
prayer” (E, 80). The Will in the spirit is in such a case attuned to 
“tlie dominant or resultant Will in nature”: so that the spirit sees 
and loves in advance, or in unison, the very things which nature is 
“primed, to produce” (E, 80).®^ Where matter and spirit thus “move 
in harmony,” “spirit may adopt the Will in nature as the will of, 
God Or more proudly and histrionically as its own will” (E, 80). 
“But when Will here and Will there are in conflict, each retains sudi 
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freedom and responsibility as is proper to its own sphere”; and the 
greater the conflict, the less responsible can the spirit feel for subse- 
quent events (E, 80). 

If spirit is to be free, it must renounce any claim to domination 
(E, 89) ; for “the freedom and the gloiy of spirit come from its 
impotence.” “By its impotence it is guiltless, by its impotence it is 
universal, by its impotence it is invulnerably supreme. Its essence 
is to be light, not to be power” (E, 89). “The perfect function of 
spirit is pure intuition” (E, 92). 

But spirit may also be "attached” to the world. Its “natural at- 
tfediment” to the world follows upon its “attachment to the flesh" 
and is necessary in its beginnings. “The call for food and shelter 
establishes the flrst arts and the call for reproduction establishes the 
family. How draw thedine where the interests of the body begin to 
yield to the interests of society?” But as we pass from one to the 
other there is “a change in the apititu^ climate.” The bodily passions 
are sublimated into spiritual affections. Out of the animal impulses 
the spirit weaves its “refined sentiments of love, honor, and worship” 
(E, 146). 

"As the flesh is the necessary organ of spirit, so the world is its 
inevitable environment, and its appointed ^eme when spirit is in- 
telligent” (E, 194). “The greater the range or deeper the insight 
of spirit, the more inextricably will it live the life' of the world, 
though not as the world lives it” ; for “spirit, ,in the measure in which, 
by attentive study and sympathy, it may have understood the world, 
will be liberated from it, that is, from distraction by it” (E, 194). 

There is thus “a true, a perfect, a sublime good within reach” of 
spirit, “to which it would be a joy and a ddiverance to sacrifice every- 
thing else.” This good is “harmony,” and is to be attained by "the 
perfect definition and mutual adjustment of all natural functions, both 
in the individual and in the State” (E, 215-216), This harmony 
or “union” is no fusion of a liberated spirit with any other “sub- 
stance," but “a moral unanimity or fellowship with the life of all 
substances in so far as they support or enlarge its own-life” (E, -220). 

In-order to avoid misunderstanding of Santayana^s philosophical 
intentionSi it is- important to note that for him “essence, matter, 
truth, and spirit” are not “Mparate cosmological regions, separately 
substantial, and then juxtaposed,” but are the “summary categories 
of logic, meant to describe a single natural dynamic process” (E, 
27?)., Santayana!s *, ‘realm of spirit,” therefore, “involves no system 
of idealism, psychological or Platonic, no eschatology, no providential 
or magic philosophy of history” (E, 277). For him “the realm of 
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tnatter is animated by spirit, as in myself, so in my fellow-creatures*’ 
(£, 278), “There is only one world, the natural world, and only 
one truth about it; but this world has a spiritual life possible in it, 
which looks not to another world but to the beauty and perfection 
that this world suggests, approaches, and misses’* (E, 279 ). In this 
world spirit is “a concomitant effect of physical causes and not a 
separate cause descending from another world" (E, 282). Santa- 
yana, in other words, "puts all substance and power into the realm 
of matter ; and although this realm presupposes essence, creates spirit, 
and involves truth, yet in its dynamic procedure it takes no account 
of those accomplishments, and excludes the spiritual and moral vital- 
ity implied in the word of God" (E, 284). To put it in still different 
words, Santayana places spirit and power at "opposite ends of the 
ontological scale, and of cosmic evolution, making spirit the fruit 
and enjoyment of power, but no part of its radical energy" (E, 285). 
Hence, in so far as for Jews, Christians, and Moslems God “must 
be a power that is a spirit," Santanya "must be pronounced an atheist 
in this company" (E, 285) . He is not even a pantheist — ^if pantheism 
implies that the whole realm of matter is "an organ of spirit” ; for 
while Santayana regards spirit as "the culmination of life," he does 
not regard "all nature as directed upon spirit, or intelligible to it, or 
good in its eyes" (E, 285). He does not deny tlie possibility of 
existence of "divine spirits," "without their bodies being visible to 
us, or their influence such as to awaken in us any sense of their 
presence"; but he maintains that "such blank possibilities are 
uninstructive" and that "they benumb religion rather than stimulate 
it” (E, 289). The "genuine inspiration of modern rriigion," 
according to Santayana, Is "moral, and drawn from the difficulties, 
hopes, and joys of die spirit"; but "it has absolutely no standing- 
ground in external factf’ (E, 289). 

17. Boodln’a "Cosmic Evolution" 

We turn, finally, to a brief consideration of the philosophical 
system of John Elof Boodln, whose epistemology may be described 
as "fimctional realism, and whose metaphysics culminates in a 
specifically defined thesis of "cosmic evolution."*® 

n .Boodln, J, B„ "Functional RenlUm/! PMosophital RtMiw, XUII (1934), 
149-178, • 

VftTho complete atatement of Boodln^s position may be found In the following books: 
(A) This aitd JisalUy 09t}4) ; (B) TriHh and RsalUy (1911)1 (C) A EsalisHc l/ni- 
vsru (1916, rev* ed. 1931) ; (D> Casmie Bvpiufion (1925) ; (E) God and Crsatisn 
(1934)] (F) Mon in His Worid (1939); (G) The Social Mind (1939): (H) RsHgion 
of Tomorrow (1943), 
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Boodin distinguishes three fundamental types of realism, consid- 
ering the remainder as hybrids or variations. The first of the funda- 
mental types is '‘naive” or direct realism in the strict sense. It is the 
view according to which the qualities and relations which we sense 
exist in objective nature independently of the percipient organism 
and Just as we perceive them. The second type is critical realism in 
the strict sense. It is the doctrine according to which the qualities and 
relations which we sense are mostly due to the percipient organism 
and do not exist in objective nature as we perceive them. The third 
type is functional realism — ^Boodin's own point of view. According 
to this view the qualities and relations which we perceive are func- 
tions of objective nature and the percipient organism in perspective 
relation to one another. 

Naive and critical realism, Boodin maintains, both assume that 
it is meaningful to say that substances and qualities exist inde- 
pendently of the environment. Both positions thus imply a bifurca- 
tion of thing and environment, and postulate things in themselves 
with properties in themselves. Functional realism, on the otlier 
hand, holds that the bifurcation of thing and environment is vicious, 
that things exist only in fields, in mutuality with other things, and 
that they have properties only in their dynamic interrelations.** 

Moreover, since properties are dynamic relations of energies 
involving time and space, and are therefore directional within the 
dynamic network of nature, Boodin speaks of them as “perspective 
relations.” And since these relations involve mutuality of things, all 
parts contained in individual configurations contribute to the rela- 
tions, and nature ultimately consists of a great variety of individual 
systems of energy mutually interrelated in the cosmic matrix. No 
individual organization, be it an atom or a human personality, 
lives to itsdf or dies to itself, but all are members, one of another, 
and of the whole cosmic community, with its superindividual control 
(149). 

To be sure “a thing is what it does” ; but a thing does not do any- 
thing by itself. It exists aiid has properties only when it reacts with 
something, and its properties are due to what it acts on as well as to 
itself. All action, in other words, is perspective from some configura- 
tion to some configuration of energy in time and space. Tlie whole 
of nature is buf mutual interaction. What we consider as agent or 
as re<agent depends upon oUr interest. Nature knows no such dis- 
tinction. It exists, in' an indefinite number of perspectives in the 
plurality of interacting systems of energy (150). 

84 “Functional Realiun,” op. dt., 147-148. 
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theless the universe is a "going concern” — a cosmos in which there 
is perpetual motion (D, 18). Science, in Boodin’s opinion, because 
of its methodological bias, misuses the significance of this fact. As 
a consequence, science is forced to account for the higher levels of 
existence — ^such as life and intelligence — as having been produced 
by the lower levels, It must account for life in terms of the lifeless, 
and for intelligence in terms of the unintelligent "Chance becomes 
the absolute arbiter of evolution” (D, 18). But such an interpreta- 
tion, Boodin contends, makes it impossible to account for order and 
meaning in die world. 

As we have seen in preceding paragraphs, the human being itself 
is an energy system among energy systems, and is part of the cosmos. 
Its propetties cannot be accidental to the whole (D, 21). If this 
point of view is adopted, then it will be seen that inorganic nature 
is such that it makes possible the existence of human beings, that it 
is "forward-looking,” an adaptation to the appearance and develop- 
ment of life (D, 22),"" that it possesses a teleological character. But 
this conception of the collocation of properties of inorganic nature, 
as in some sense a preparation for the coming of living organisms, 
remains unintelligible so long as we limit our attention to our earth 
and its conditions (D, 22). Only the universe as a whole is self- 
sustaining, self-contriving, and moves by its own law. "Each part 
moves as it does by virtue of the actions, reactions, and interactions 
of tlie part within the whole” (D, 25). . 

How can we account for the appearance of life as a new synthesis 
of energiesi for the appearance of new characters, new species and 
individuals in the> life process, and for the order and adaptiveness 
of the evolutionary series? Osborn, according to Boodin, has sug- 
gested four causes: (a) the inorganic environment, (h) the proto- 
plasm and body chromatin, ( c) the germ or hereditary chromatin, 
and the life environment — and their action, reaction, and inter- 
action. Boodin finds, however, that these factors do not account for 
the adaptiveness of &e physical levd for the emergence of life, nor 
for the origin of the organic level of energy with its new and 
unique ensemble of properties, nor for the emergence of new prop- 
erties and their adaptive order and organization in the evolutionary 
series (D, 29).. Moreover, to say that the new factors are due to 
creative evolution is, in the opinion of Boodin, merely another way 
of -stating that they, appear in a certain ^quence without explaining 
why they appear (D, 30), ■ - 

05 Bo^in here quotes wltli approval Hendereoti'a thesis of the ^'fitness of the en- 
vlnmmetat," 
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The inadequacies of the opposing views lead Boodin to the 
assumption that "life-giving patterns from the cosmic continuum 
shape themselves a body even as light patterns shape themselves an 
eye" (D, 30). We know, he argues, that "the development of life 
would not be possible on the earth except for the action and storing 
of solar energy. We know that plants owe their symmetry of devd- 
q[>ment to- the action of solar rays, May it not be that the process 
as a whole imitates the order of the larger cosmos as the flatfidi 
through its eyes imitates the pattern upon whidi it lies, not knowing 
what it is doing? The universe as a wliole may be a system of com- 
pensating rhythms where worlds grow up and die as parts of a 
self-sustaining whole. The life cycles of the earth no more happen 
by chance than those of the individual organism which is part of 
its history. It is absurd to suppose that the cosmic system as a 
whole emerges from chaos. In the rhythmic whole the higher levels 
may always be compresent with and interpenetrate the simpler 
levels of existence and the whole may be dominated by creative 
genius. Law and order on the simpler levels may be due to the 
directing by such universal genius communicated from part to 
part, ever present to create according to the unique conditions. The 
role of matter may be to furnish the storage of energy and the com- 
plexity of conditions, whidi are requir^ for such creativeness" 
(D, 33-34). After all, Boodin continues, it is just as difficult to 
explain how the combination of hydrogen and oxygen in the pro- 
portion H«0 can, under certain conditions, produce the unique 
ensemble of properties that we call water, as how certain chemical 
elements in a certain proportion and under certain unknown condi- 
tions can produce life. "In each case we must add the genius of 
nature" (D, 35). 

If we look upon the universe a^ an organic whole, then we must 
suppose tliat the parts not only act and react, but that they also 
interact. Through such interaction every part of die universe comes 
to participate, in so far as it is prepared to participate, in the energy 
patterns — ^the complexity, order, and development'-of odier parts, 
and is thus stimulated and controlled. But since, by hypothesis. In the 
universe as a whole all the levels of reality eternally coexist, there is 
thus provided tlie rationale for the evolution in any one part of the 
cosmos from a lower to a higher level of existence widiout intro- 
' dttcing magic (D, ,36). As mind or intelligence with lis is funda- 
mentally social, a focus of mental interactions, so there may be in 
the cosmos a continuum of ^iritual interactions of various levels of 
which we are ignorant or at best catch a glimpse in the intuitions of 
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geniuSi in mystical communionj in the intimations of beauty and im- 
mortality. The law of mutual aid thus holds in the cosmic economy) 
and cosmic genius points the way, sets the ideal for us (D, 32). 

Boodin finds that there is no reason to suppose that, in the uni- 
verse as a whole, all possible levels do not coexist. On the contrary, 
if our universe is a rhythmic whole, then it must exist at the top 
as well as at the bottom. “In the system as a whole, each level is 
instrumental to the next level — ^the inorganic level to the organic, 
the organic to the mental, the mental to the spiritual appreciation 
and communion. At the same time it is the higher level which com- 
municates its order to the lower” (D, 39). “The upward path whicli 
prevents each level from running down to dead unavailability is 
produced by the higher level, which thus compensates for the down- 
ward trend and makes the whole a moving, living whole. The high- 
est level of all regulates, orders, and runs up the lower levels as the 
artesian pressure at the top makes the water rise towards its source” 
(D, 39). One thing is certain, Boodin points out: the real unit of 
reality is not our earth, nor even our solar system (D, 40). “Within 
the cosmic whole no part liveth unto itself nor dieth unto itself, but 
it lives and dies in obedience to tlie life and order of the whole. 
Worlds, like individuals, have their seasons of budding springtime, 
summer bloom, multi-colored autumn, and grey winter, but the 
cosmos has all seasons for its own. In the deathless rhytlim of the 
universe the life-giving forms of each level of existence fly like 
winged messengers from system to system, the higher to the lower, 
to take effect on those tliat are prepared” (D, 41). What science 
feils to realize, Boodin maintains, is “the spirit that moves over the 
deq>s of seeming chaos, the divinity that streams like light through 
all courses like life-blood through the whole, draws like an eternal 
magnet all to itself* (D, 41). 

“The universe contains all that our earth reveals and more besides. 
It is the plus which makes motion, evolution, progress on our earth 
possible. We cannot refuse recognition to anything that makes itself 
known to us as having reality, be it electricity, matter, life, mind, 
spirit. There is no reason for regarding the higher levels in the 
universe as secondary to the lower. If our bias leads 11 s to consider 
the lower levels as the sole reality, we come to an impasse even in 
accounting for their behavior. The reality we know is due somehow to 
interaction within the cosmos” (D, 41). While the lower levels 
furnish the body or instrument to the higher, the latter furnish the 
vitalizing and orderly touch to the former. The levels are thus 
interdependent. 
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The lower levels are the conditions for the manifestations of the 
higher. They endure and develop, and their development is ctimula' 
tive. But the higher levels, with their various types of organization, 
are not mere abstract forms or Platonic Ideas, They are energy 
patterns, existing in the concrete and being effective in the concrete 
(D, 43). Plato’s mistake, according to Boodin, lies in regarding 
reality as pure static forms and in discrediting the world of matter 
and motion as plienomenal. The real world is rather a flowing 
world, with such order and constancy as make prediction to a degree 
possible, but witli a cosmic rhythm and an interaction of levels which 
transcend scientific metliodology (D, 44). 

This skeleton outline Boodin has elaborated in great detail. The 
first part of Comte Evolution thus deals with the story of our earth 
in its setting in the cosmos ; the second part states the general thesis 
more specifically in terms of human nature and its evolutionary 
levels ; and the third part talces up the' problem in terms of the theory 
of relativity and its cosmic implications. God and Creation and 
The Social Mind carry die same dieme through in the fidds identi- 
fied by the titles. The wealth of material covered by Boodin, and the 
scope and breadth of his arguments, preclude the possibility of 'an 
adequate summary. The outline of the system here given provides the 
general framework within which Boodin sees and solves (to his 
own satisfaction) the basic problems of reality. 
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Chapter 19 

MEAD’S PHILOSOPHY OF THE ACT 

1. General Orientation 

In preceding diapters brief reference has been made to the indus- 
trial conditions and the “gospel of wealth” which prevailed in the 
1880’s and 1890’8. At the turn of the century the whole picture had 
changed. “The profound social changes resulting from the growth 
of giant industry, the dislocations wrought by rapid urbanization, 
the decline of rural opportunity as the free lands were exhausted, the 
increasing capacity of 'malefactors of great wealth’ and their sub- 
servient allies, the political bosses of city, state, and nation, the 
menacing growth of class feeling — ^all these helped to create a con- 
dition of affairs in whidi the vaunted 'unalienable rights* of ‘life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness’ had become the despair of an 
ever-larger proportion of average humanity.”^ “The Panic of 1893, 
the lengthening bread lines, the pitched battles between capital and 
labor, the threatening growth of Populism, the class war preached by 
the Bryanites in 189& — all tliese made the dying years of the century 
a time of sober thought and grim endeavor.”* “To a thoughtful 
visitor America at the turn of the century must have appeared a 
land of curious contradictions. Blessed as it was with unparalleled 
economic resources and opportunities, its wealth, nevertheless, was 
almost as unevenly distributed .as that of Europe, and its slums 
nearly as desperate, In spite of the belief cherished by those who 
sought our shores that America was inhabited by a prosperous and 
happy people, the nation was just recovering from a long period of 
economic unrest which had but recently culminated in the campaign 
of 1896. In a nation boasting the most widespread system of free 
education in the world, the census of 1900 found over six million 
illiterates. On the, one hand was an idealism and humanitarianism 
which led millionaires to lavish endowments upon educational and 
charitable institutions; on. the other, a carelessness of life which put 

1 Faulkner, H. W*, tha Quest for Social /usHce, 199^-1914, xv. Copyrlglitj 1931i by 
Thfl MacmiUan Company aod uaed with their permission. 



saa PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch. 19 

America behind all civilized nations in the number of unnecessary 
industrial accidents. In no nation was the status of the women 
higher or the lot of the child better, yet social legislation respecting 
women was far behind that of otlier progressive nations and child 
labor existed under conditions too horrible to believe. Yet, at a 
time when the successful business man represented the American 
ideal and the people seemed lost in a scramble for wealth, the nation 
was girding itself for a mighty drive against special privilege and for 
an attempt to achieve some degree of social justice. Crude and 
chaotic as was this civilization in many respects, its essential sound- 
ness became manifest in Uie next decade and a half as the rising 
social consciousness of the people directed the national energy Into 
fresh and nobler channels.’*' 

The disclosure of widespread corruption and malpractices as 
published in McClure’s, American., Evetybod^s, and Cosmopolitan 
between 1902 and 1912,' awakened far-readiing popular interest in 
the state of affairs and contributed materially to the political reform 
movements in state and municipal governments, culminating in the 
progressive reforms inaugurated by Tlieodore Roosevelt and 
Woodrow Wilson. *'The nation had reached a stage of economic 
development in which hisses faire had outlived its usefulness. The 
Economic Revolution had created problems of transportation, bank- 
ing, industrial consolidation', health, sanitation and general social 
welfare which could only be solved through effective community 
action, . . Unlimited opportunity had begun to depart with the 

frontier and economic liberty, unscrupulously used, was bringing its 
own retribution."' Not since the decade of the 1830’8 and 1840's 
had America experienced sticli a wave of reform as flowed over the 
country in the early years of tlie twentietli century. “A sense of 
responsibility to the community was developing far different from 
the economic brlganda^ which had ushered in' the century. America 
had become too big and life had become too complicated for the old 
freedom and the old independence."' A new realism prevailed and 
intellectual outlook attained new perspectives. While the spirit 
of the time was critical, it was not one of morbid probing or hopeless 
discouragement. On the contrary, ■ "tiie men of this generation 
applied th^selves to the work of reconstruction with the same 

’ 4 Sce»'{or example, Ida Mi'Tutbdl’a History of iho SStontifsrd Oil Conxponyj Riy 
Stannard Balur’a on Ttiol and PoUowhg the Color I4ne; Thomas' W.'Law- 

»n*s PrsnoM Pimnce; David Gi^aham.FhllHpa'B Traojo», of the Senate; and Lincpin 
Steneoa’a mtpoada 'on mniiicipal atat^ oorniption. 

« FaMlkner» op, ciU, 1^9, • ’ 
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confidence that their forefatiiers had ^own in die building of rail- 
roads and the conquest of the frontier.”^ Only this time the “frontier” 
lay in tlie social and intellectual spheres, and the conquest entailed a 
cultural reorientation. 

At Chicago, a group of men— -including Albion Small, John 
Dewey, James H. Tufts, George 'H. Mead, W. S. Thomas, and 
Thorstein Veblen, who, together, formed the “Chicago School” — 
"formulated a theory of democracy not merely as a form of gov- 
ernment but also as a mode of associated living, based on the ideas 
that' individuality and freedom are themselves social products and 
that a democratic society is pne which subordinates its institutions 
to the basic aim of permitting its members to grow intellectually and 
emotionally by widening their ‘areas of shared concern,’ by promoting 
means of communication and public expression, and by giving all a 
responsible participation in the processes of social and physical 
control.”^ Dewey applied these ideas to the field of education ; Jane 
Addams made them basic to the reform of urban society and inter- 
national relations; and Veblen and Ayres insisted upon them in‘ 
connection with industrial management and vested interests. “The 
philosophy was given a more technical and systematic elaboration as 
a theory of government by Arthur F. fientley and by the Chicago 
trinity, Charles E. Merriatn, H. D, Lasswell and T. V. Smith. 
Smith, particularly, has shown how the pragmatic philosophy can 
be applied to the theory of equality, the art of compromise, and the 
ethics of democratic discipline.”**- 

The germinal idea which gave rise to the thought-complex identi- 
fied with the “Chicago School” was diat of an evolutionary social 
psychology, with its implications for genetic logic and social morals. 
“Albion Small’s ‘dynamic’ sociology, for example, conceived the 
science of society as .an integral part of social ‘growth* or reform. 
Tufts showed how such an evolutionary method in ethics could be 
used to give new meaning to the idealistic doctrine of self-realization. 
Mead made the most detailed and systematic contribution to this 
theory of the social, formation of the self by his analysis of language 
and symbolic processes.”^® 

T/6«.,333, 

8 Schneider, H, W«i' A Jiistofy of American Phihsophy, 568. 

lUbid/, 568, See T. V. Smithy Beyond Conscience (1934); The Promise of 
Americqn^Polifiee (1938) j The.Deinocroih IVay of XAfe (rev. ed., 1939) ; end Disci- 
pline for Democraeyt 

19 Schnelderf op, di,, 391- -Cf. Smallp and Vincent, G« An Introduclion to ihe 
^udy of Society I Tufta, J. H^t'The Bihics of Cooperation (1916); Recent Bthics in 
lU Brooder Reiaiions (1930) Americans Social Morality, Ditemmas of the Changing 
Mores (1933). 
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2. Mead’s Pragmatism 

As George H. Mead views the developments of philosophy, the 
idealistic systems of the nineteenth century are giving way to two 
empiricistic lines of thought: realism and pragmatism; and of these 
two, pragmatism is by far the more promising. Pragmatism itself, 
however, occurs in two versions. One of these is developed by 
William Janies, the other by John Dewey Common to both of 
these thinkers is the assumption of the testing of the truth of an 
idea, of a hypothesis, by its actual working, and of the intimate 
relationship of thinking to conduct (344)< 

According to the general pragmatistic thesis, "intelligence in its 
simplest phase, and also In a later phase, really lies inside of a process 
of conduct” (34S) ; for thinking is hut “an elaborate process of 
presenting the world so that it will be favorable for conduct” (34S). 
The test of intelligence is therefore found in action; and the test 
of the object is found in conduct itself (345). Any stimulus received 
is tested only by the resulting conduct whic^ is in answer to it; and 
it is tested in this way for animals and human beings alike (346). 
In other words, the "research method” is taken over into life (346). 

After all, what constitutes the test of a hypothesis? It is the fact 
that "you can continue the sort of conduct that was going on.” And 
this is the same sort of test which an animal employs. If an animal 
finds itself in a difficult position and sees escape, it rushes off in 
that direction and gets away. "That is a fair test, for it, of what 
we call a hypothesis. It did not present ideas to itself in terms of 
significant symbols, but it was a good working hypothesis. It could 
continue its action of living that way, where it could not have con- 

11 Mead, G. H,, Mairemtnit of Thought in tha Nintttenth Century (W. H, Moon, 
editor, 1936), 344, Unleu otherwlaa kdictftedi all references are to this work, For the 
complete statement of Mead's own position see also: (A) ^Sclentlfio Method and Indi- 
vidual Thinkers*’ in Creoiive /nlelltgencaj ihe ProgWQHc Aifilnde (John 

Dewey, editor, 1917} ; (B) Tha Phifoiophy of the Present (A. E. Murphy, editori 
1932) j (C) The Phiheophy of the Act (Charles W. Morris, editor, 1938) I (D) "The 
Working Hypothesis in Social Rhfnrm," Ameneon Joumat of Sociology , V (1899)i 
367^71; (E) "The Philosophical Basis of Ethics," International Jownial of MlhicSt 
XVllI (19D8), 311-323; (F) "Scientific Method and the Moral Sciences," ffrid., 
XXXtU (1923). 229-247; (G) **The Genesis of the Self and Social Control," ihide, 
XXXV (1924-2S>, 2$1-277. Snmniaries and evaluations of Mead's philosophy may be 
found In the Introductions to the volumes edited by Moore, Mnrphyi and Morris ; In 
Grace Chin LeOi' George Herbert MsOd, Philoeopher of the Social htdividnal (1945) ; 
T, V. Smith. "The Social Philosophy of George Herbert Mead,*' American Journal of 
Sociology, XXXVII (1931^2), 368-385 ; and A« E, Murphy, "Concerning Mead's The 
PhiloMophy of the ActJ* Journal of Pbilosophy, XXXVI (1939), 85-103. 

All , quotations from The Philosophy of the Present by permission of the Open Court 
]^hll^hlng Company. All quotations from Movements of Thought and The Philosophy 
of ihe Act by permission of the tJniversity of Chicago Press. 
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tinned it otherwise” (349). Pragmatism, according to Mead, thus 
finds the test of the so-called “true” in hypotheses and in the 
"working” of hypotheses; and by the “working of the hypotheses” 
pragmatism means tliat a process which has been inhibited by a 
problem can, as a result of tlie application of the hypothesis, start 
working again and going on (349). The pleasure derived by the 
individual from the renewed or continued working of the process is 
only incidental to tiie test, It is the working itself, not the satis- 
faction obtained, whidi constitutes the pragmatic test (350). 

Pragmatism, as sucli, brings the process of knowing and of testing 
the truth inside of conduct (350) ; but in Dewey’s specific form of 
"instrumentalism,” knowledge is a process of getting the tools, the 
instruments, by means of which certain ends may be achieved (351). 
The term “instruments,” however, must be understood in a broad 
sense as designating not only physically real tools — ^such as ham- 
mers, yardsticks, or scientific apparatus — but also ideas, equations, 
theories. “An idea of a certain type, sucli as that of the energy of an 
atom, becomes a tool by means of which one is able to construct the 
picture of a star as a source of energy.” The idea — in this case the 
idea of the energy of an atom — is a means which enables one to carry 
on a process of reconstruction such as is given in scientific doctrine. 

The sources of pragmatism Mead sees in behavioristic psychology 
(“which enables one to put intelligence in its proper place within the 
conduct of the form, and to state that intelligence in terms of the 
activity of the form itself”), and in scientific technique or the 
research process (“which comes back to the testing of a hypothesis 
by its working”) (351; 354). He views the history of scientific 
method as essentially the history of the development of the point of 
view of instrumentalism (A, 176-227). What is essential to an 
understanding of Mead’s position is, however, that in the process of 
determining die structure of eiqierience which will test by experiment 
the legitimacy of a new hypothesis, and in the process of formulating 
the problem and the hypothesis for its - solution, the individual, 
although functioning in full particularity, is yet in organic relation- 
ship with the society that is responsible for him (A, 227). It is this 
latter fact which, in the opinion of Mead, promises most for the 
interpretation of tlie philosophical problems encountered. 

3. The problem of Society and of the Self 

According to Mead, science is not a thing which exists by itself, 
but is an instrument by means of which mankind, the community, 
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gets control over its environment (360). As a means of control, 
it is, in a sense, the successor to the primitive man's magic. And, 
like magic, it affects and enters into all the minutiae of life. “We 
cannot brush our teeth without it We cannot eat or drink without 
science coming in to tell us what sliould be. eaten, what vitamins in 
the upper part of the alphabet ought to be used, how they can be 
obtained in the orange juice and the spinach that is on our menu. It 
tells us how to blow our noses and indicates with whom we may 
shake hands and whom we should avoid. There is hardly a point in 
life at which science does not tell something about the conduct that 
is an essential part of our living" (360). It is inevitable, therefore, 
that society itself becomes more and more dependent upon scientific 
method, and that it will conthiue to do so if it is to go ahead 
intelligently (361), 

Now any control' over society tends to preserve that sociefy's 
character and is tlierefore inherently conservative. In the past any 
change in an established order has come about more or less as an 
unconscious growth. Since the French Revolution, however, so 
Mead contends, steps toward progressive changes have been taken 
consciously (361). It lies in the nature of a constitution which 
provides for the machinery of modifying that constitution itself that 
change must be expected and that It will be brought about inten- 
tionally. But the very fact that, despite all conservative forces, 
society does change and may be made to change, raises the problem 
of society itself; for this problem is no other than the problem of 
hpw to incorporate the methods of change into the order of a society 
which yet must preserve aspects of permanence to remain a society 
at all (362), But this basic problem entails at once various other 
problems. For example, if we are going to have a society in whicli 
everyone. is going to recognise the interests of everybody else, how 
can that goal be readied? Or how are we to determine where the 
liberty of a man in the control of his property is to be restricted? 
(362). If changes in society are necessary to assure an intelligent 
living, how are we to go ahead and change those situations which 
need (Ranging and yet preserve the security of tliem? (363). , 

’'It is Me^’s contention diat, in .a. sense, science presents the 
method for the solution of problems, of. the kind. Just 8tate4 (363).; 
for science is not concerned with ultimate goals but with discovering 
what prbbl^s arise or what processes l^aveijiieen definitely checked 
in any given situation. If Ihen asks : How can things be so recon- 
%ueted that those processes which have been checked can bb set 
going again? (363). By way of illustration of Mead's point, con- 
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sider die question of crime. ‘'What are the conditions out of whidt 
crime itself springs? How, on the one hand, can you protect 
society against the criminal and yet, on the other hand, recognize 
those conditions whidi are responsible for the criminal himself? 
What procedure can you set up by means of which you can guard 
society against the criminal and at the same time protect the indL 
vidual against unfair conditions under which he has been living? 
Here we have a series of dashing problems, and what we have to do 
is to get a way which will recognize that what we feel is essential in 
each, so tliat die problems can be adjusted and the essential processes 
of life can go on. When we get such a metliod, we have the means 
for the solution of our problems" (364). That Mead’s tlieory here 
is honeycombed with implicit assumptions, and that it obscures 
rather than clarifies basic problems, need be mentioned only in 
passing. The problem of "ends," for example, of their discovery 
and tlieir importance in given situations, has been ignored com- 
pletely or has been side-stepped by the use of the word "essential.” 

Mead views the whole process of societal adjustments from the 
perspective of evolution and sees the evolutionary process as closely 
connected with social organization in its most complex expression. 
The goal of evolutionary development is control over the environ- 
ment. An animal succeeds in getting a slight control over its envi- 
ronment. Human beings, through societal efforts, attain such control 
to a remarkable degree (372). And the evolutionary process “grown 
self-conscious" is essentially nothir^ but scientific method (364) ; 
for tlie scientist is simply making a technique out of human 
intelligence (3^3) in the business of living. 

Society as a whole is, in a sense, a set of social habits which are 
developed in man’s attempt to control his environment. And it is 
Mead’s contention that' only in so far as we can take these social 
habits into ourselves can we become selves (375). But since all 
members of a given society respond to the established habits, i.e., 
to the structure, of that same society, all members have certain modes 
of action in, commpn. On the emotional side, these common factors 
revpal themselyes as sympathy, as passing into the attitude of the 
others, as feeling .the oners’ joys and sorrows (375). On die 
intellectual . side they entail the recognition of common stimuli and 
comnion responses* .Hence, '"by taking the attitude of the others in 
the group, in their cooperative, highly complex activity, the individual 
is able to mtyr.into .their, experiences" (375)'; and in this way' of 
taking others into, consideration,' of* establidiing a common form, 
CQmplejt societies are made possible. . 
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Moreover, according to Mead, it is important to note that the 
individual may take the “form,” which enables him to communicate 
with otliers, into his own life so that, by means of this form, he 
talks to himself as he talks to others or sets up an inner forum in 
which he works out the process which he is going to carry on, and 
that he may tlien bring his own solution to public consideration with 
the advantage of having analyzed and discussed it within himself 
(375-376). “Sometimes we hnd that we can best think out an 
argument by supposing tliat we arc talking to somebody who takes 
one particular side. As we say, we have an argument to present, 
and we think hoAV we will present it to that individual. And as 
soon as we present it, we know that he would reply in a certain way. 
Then we reply in a certain fashion to him” (376). And tiius, our 
own thoughts, In their development, reflect, and are patterned after, 
the process of societal communication. “Taking the attitude of 
others, talking to other people, and then relying in their language” 
— ^“that is what constimtcs thinking” (376). Hence “what the indi- 
vidual does is to indicate what the important characters in a 
cooperative process are. He indicates this to other members of the 
community ; but ... he indicates it to himself as to others ; and just 
in so far as he does indicate it to himself as to others, he tends to 
call out in himself the same attitude as in others” (377). According 
to Mead, therefore, the individital, through the use of language, 
i.e., through the use of significant symbols, does take the attitude of 
others, especially their common attitudes, so that he finds himself 
taking the same attitude toward himself diat the community takes 
(377). In this way social control is establislied — "not simply the 
social control that results from blind habit, but a social control tliat 
comes from the individual assuming the same attitude toward 
himself that the community assumes toward him" (377). 

The preceding considerations lead Mead to the d^nition of 
thinking as "a process of conversation with one’s self when the 
individual takes the attitude of the other, especially when- he takes 
the common attitude of the whole group, when the symbol that he 
uses is a common symbol, has a meaning common to the entire 
group, to everyone who is in it and anyone who might be in it" 
(380-381 )■. "It is a process of communication, witli participation 
in the experience of other ^ple" (381). As mental process it is 
dne which has evolved in social process of which it is a part. 
"And it belongs to the different organisms that lie inside of this 
larger social process” (381). In and through this process the self 
as such is constituted; for the self, as Mead interprets it, is "an 
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individual who affects himself as he affects another; who takes the 
attitude of the other in so far as he affects the other, in so far as he 
is using what we term ‘intelligible speech*; who knows what he 
himself is saying, in so far as he is directing his indications by tliese 
significant symbols to others with the recognition that they have the 
same meaning for them as for him” (383). The development or 
evolution of mind, in other words, is, for Mead, as mucli a matter 
of social evolution as is the development of institutions (383-385). 

4. Philosophy of the Present 

In a sense it may be said that Mead’s discussion of the relation- 
ship of the individual to his society and of the development of mind 
wl^in tlie social process as a whole mdicates his fundamental 
interest in the emergence of the new and of its incorporation in a 
recognized world order. His generalization of the idea of "sociality” 
betrays the same interest. And both of them are but reflections of 
"his own intellectual experience by which new insights were con- 
stantly budding and having them to be joined to what he had 
thought previously," "He felt witliin himself both die emergence 
of the new and the inevitable continuity of the new with the old. 
So, too, he experienced within himself the struggle of ideas, 
hypotiieses, presentiments, at first wholly private, a matter of 
intimate personal selfliood, to find and take their place in an objective, 
-shared, public world. His sense of ‘sociability* as simultaneous 
existence in two different orders seems ... to have something in 
common with the combination of great originality and unusual 
deference to others which marked his own personality" (B, jcxxix), 

In his Carus lectures, edited .by Murphy, Mead attempts for the 
first time to formulate his own ideas in systematic completion. The 
thesis which serves as his starting point as well as his guide in this 
philosophical enterprise is the assertion that "reality exists in a jkrejsnt" 
— in a present, of course, which implies a past and a future (B, 1). 
However, neither past nor future has existence. “That which marlra 
a present is -its becoming and its disappearing. While the flash .of 
the meteor - is passing in our own specious presents it is all there if 
only for a fraction of a minute. To extend this fraction of a minute 
into the whole process of which it is a fragment, giving to it the 
same solidarity of existence yrhidi the flash possesses. in experience, 
would be to wipe out its nature as an event Such a conspectus of 
existence would not be an eternal present, for it would not be a 
present at all.' Nor would it be an existence. For a Parmenidean 
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reality does not exist. Existence involves non-existence; it does 
take place. The world is a world of events” (B, 1), 

"The pasts we are involved in are both irrevocable and revocable" 
(B, 2) ; for any past whicli enters into onr experience must be set 
over against a present within whicli the emergent appears, and 
must be viewed from tlie standpoint of the emergent; and viewed in 
that manner it becomes a different past. This is so because the 
emergent, when it appears, is always found to follow from the past, 
but before it appears it does not, by definition, follow from the past 
(B, 2). Although the past is thus constantly modified in the light 
of die emergent, its diaracter of irrevocability is never lost. “That 
which has happened is gone beyond recall and, whatever it was, its 
slipping into the past seems to take it beyond the influence of 
emergent events in our own conduct or in nature” (B, 3). It is 
only the "what it was” that changes, not the “that it was." Tlie past 
which determines us is there. Or to put it differently, "the world 
which is there in its relationship to the organism, and which sets 
the conditions for the adjustment of the organism and the consequent 
cliange in and of that world, includes its past” (B, S). Nevertlieless, 
any reality which transcends the present must exhibit itself in the 
present (B, 11) or must forever remain lost to our experience. 

This interrelation of past and present enables Mead to reconcile 
the new witli the old in the world; for “the present in which the 
emergent appears accepts that which is novel as an essential part of 
the universe, and from that standpoint rewrites the past. The 
emergent then ceases to be an emergent and follows from the past 
which has replaced the former past” (B, 11). Thus “we speak of 
life and consciousness as emergents but our rationalistic natures will 
never be satisfied until we have conceived a tiniverse within wluch 
they arise inevitably out of that which preceded them” (B, 1 1 ) . ’ • 

If this relationship of past and present is talcen into considera- 
tion, the metaphysical {ncture of the world, according to Mead, 
involves at least these four aspects : first, “everything that is taking 
place takes place under necessary conditions” (B, 16); second, 
“these conditiofis while necessary do not determine In its full reality 
that which emerges” (B, 16) ; third, “the conditioning of that which 
is taking place by that which has t^n place, of the present by the 
past, is ther^* (B, 17) ; that is to say, ^'the past is there conditioning 
dte present and its passage into- the future,” but the tendencies 
coming from past passage, and from tilie conditioning that is inherent . 
in.; passage, .becouM different influences once they have taken oh ttie 
■or^aitis^ ^structure of a present situation (B, 18)-; fourth; “die 
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emergent character, being responsible for a relationship of passing 
processes, sets up a given past that is, so to speak, a perspective of 
the object within which this character appears” (B, 18). 

As we carry our analysis as far as the control of subject matter 
requires. Mead reminds us, we must keep in mind that what is 
analyzed out has its reality exclusively in the integration of what 
is taking place (B, 21), To be of value and to be accredited, our 
hypotheses must present new events springing out of oldj and the 
happenings stipulated by our hypodieses must so fit into our experi- 
mental findings that they may "find their reality in tlie concretion of 
what is taking place in an actual present.” "The pasts whidi they 
spread back of us are as hypothetical as the future which they assist 
us in prevising. They become valid in interpreting nature in so far 
as they present a history of becomings in nature leading up to that 
whidi is becoming today, in so far as they bring out what fits into 
the pattern that is emerging from the roaring loom of time, not in 
so far as they erect metaphysical entities which are the tenuous 
obverse of mathematical apparatus” (B, 21). As Mead sees it, the 
relationship of past, present, and future is this: "We can hypo- 
thetically reconstruct the past processes that are involved in what 
is going on as a basis for the cognitive construction of the future 
which is arising” (B, 22). And, seen under this perspective, the 
present is “not a piece cut out anywhere from the temporal dimension 
of uniformly passing reality.” "Its chief reference is to the emergent 
event, that is, to the occurrence of something which is more than the 
processes that have led up to it and which by its change, continuance, 
or disappearance, adds to later passages a content they would not 
otherwise have possessed” (B, 23). Moreover, given an emergent 
event, its relations to antecedent processes become conditions or 
causes ; and "such a situation is a present.” "It marks out and in a 
sense sdects what has made its peculiarity possible. It creates with 
its uniqueness a past and a future” (B, 23). As soon as we view 
this present, it becomes a history and a prophecy. "Its own temporal 
diameter varies with the extent of the event. There may be a 
history of the physical universe as an appearance of a galaxy of 
galaxies. There is a history of every object . that is unique. But 
there would be ho such history of the physical universe until the 
galaxy appeared,. and. it would continue only so long. as the galaxy 
maintained i^elf against disruptive. and cohesive forces” (B, 23). 
The temporal spread, th^efor'e, of the uniqueness which is responsi- 
ble for. a present is a period long enough to enable the object to be 
what it is (B, 23) 
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However, the pasts and futures to whidi we refer extend, 
according to Mead, beyond the contiguous relations in passage. "We 
extend them out in memory and history, in anticipation and forecast. 
They are prceiiuneutly the held of ideation and hud their locus in 
what is called mind" (B, 24). These pasts and futures belong to 
organisms whose nature involves the tendency to maintain them' 
selves, making adjustments based on awareness of a past and on a 
selective sensitivity looking toward a future (B, 24). Through its 
habits and anticipatory attitudes — the stuff out of whicli ideas arise — 
the organism thus finds itself related to what extends beyond its 
immediate present (B, 25). "The field of mind, then, is the larger 
environment which the activity of the organism calls for but which 
transcends the present" (B, 25). In its ph}rsical aspects, this broader 
field admits of the space-time interpretations of relativity physics 
(B, 40-46) ; but Mead’s doctrine transcends this specialized theory 
. — and it does so in and through tiie idea of "sociality," 

According to Mead, "sociality is the capacity of being several 
things at once" (B, 49). "The animal traverses the ground in 
pursuit of his prey, and is at once a part of the system of distribution 
of energies whicli makes his locomotion possible and a part of the 
jungle system which is a part of the life system on the surface of the 
inanimate globe" (B, 49), "There is as genuine a sociality in his 
relation to his environment as in his relation to tlie prey or to his 
mate or to his pack, and the mark of it is that we habitually estimate 
characteristics that belong to the object as a member of one system 
by those which belong to it in another. So we measure motion by 
the distances covered in the consentient set at rest, or the dimensions 
of that set by the motions involved in measurement” (B, 49). 

This sociality is also exhibited in tlte systematic c^racter of the 
passing present, for "in the passage from fhe past into the future the 
present object is both the old and the new, and this holds for its 
relations to all other members of tlie system to which it belongs” 
(B, 51). Hence, if a body belonging to a system and having its 
nature determined by its relations to members of that system, 
passes into a new systematic order, it carries over into its process of 
readjustment in the new system something of the nature of all mem- 
bers of the old system. Thus "in the history of a community, the 
members carry over from an old order their cliaracters as deter- 
mined by Mciai change. The old system is found in each member 
and in a revolution becomes die structure upcn which the dew order 
is established" (B, 52). And’ this "carry-over” in the sociality of 
events is cosmic in occurrence. It is of the nature of reality and 
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characterizes the 'whole process of evoltttion; for, in passage, the 
emergeirt lies in botli the old and the new, and U what it is because 
it carries the characters of both at once (B, 76 ). The development 
in animal life, for example, has been steadily toward bringing more 
and more of the activity of tlie animat within the environment to 
which it responds, "but the animal could never reach the goal 
of becoming an object to itself as a whole until it could enter into 
a larger system within which it could play various roles, so that in 
taking one role it could stimulate itself to play the other role which 
this first role called for” (B, 85). "It is this development that a 
society whose life process is mediated by communication has made 
possible. It is here that mental life arises — with this continual 
passing from one system to another, with the occupation of both in 
passage and with the systematic structures that each involves. It is 
the realm of continual emergence” (B, 85). And it is at this 
point that Mead’s philosophy of the present links up — ^via the idea 
of sociality— with the problem of society and the self previously 
discussed (see Section 3, above). 

5. Philosophy of the Act 

Mead’s philosophy of the present was the first and an incomplete 
formulation of a point of view which found fuller expression in his 
philosophy of the act, In the philosophy of the present, Mead 
showed that our understanding of the space-time world involves a 
construction of spatiotemporal patterns which, anchored in the 
immediately experienced and real present, transcend that present in 
the direction of a reconstructed past, and in the direction of an 
anticiimted future. In the philosophy of the act Mead expands this 
principle of transcendent construction to encompass the whole realm 
of cognition and, in particular, the realm of scientific objects. 

. Mead proceeds from the statement that "all perception involves 
an Immediate sensuous stimulation, and an attitude toward this 
stimulation; which is tliat of tlie reaction of the individual to the 
stimulation” (C, 3), The reaction of the individual may be an 
instantaneous overt activity or an attitude which appears in con- 
sciousness only. K it is the latter, it is but the first stage in the 
complete response or group of responses which the stimulation calls 
out. - The attitude, furthermore, is accompanied by some imagery 
taken from past experiences in which corresponding' responses have 
been carried out, leading to the final experiences to which the stimu- 
lation in question naturally leads. All in all, tlierefore, a perception 
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as sucli involves all the elemejits of an act — to wit : the stimulation, 
the response represented by the attitude, and the ultimate experience 
whicli follows upon die reaction, represented by the imagery arising 
out of past I'eactions (C, 3). 

It is obvious from this description that perception cannot be 
regarded simply from the standpoint of presentation, i.e., from the 
standpoint of its material content It is, rather, a process of sensing 
under specific conditions; it is itself a form of activity. In the 
process of perceiving there is present not only the stimulation but the 
attitude of looking or feeling or smelling or tasting, which, as 
activity, involves a picking out of certain ^aracters in the field of 
stimulation. Perception, in otlier words, is a selective activity, a 
matter of selective attention (C, 5). 

In so far as the response of the individual does not answer to 
the demands of die stimulation, a problem arises in the experiential 
situation (C, 6). In the life of lower animals such situations require 
a readjustment of the response tlirough trial and error, At the 
human level, however, the response may be delayed and we may 
reconstruct the object, toward which conduct has failed to elicit the 
proper response, until the experienced defeat can be avoided in the 
future. That is, ^'explanation” may substitute another object, with 
which we will be eit rapport, for that which "confessed its unreality in 
the experimental test of conduct.” The goal of such reconstruction 
is to bring out the odier aspects of the object beside diat whidi has 
led to defeat, and so to coordinate them that the inhibition in conduct, 
which was the evidence of defeat, ceases and conduct may go on 
(C, 7). Through sudi reconstruction, the unreal, being mere 
experience of the individual, may become real, in the sense of 
becoming part of the object (C, 8), Even the objects which lie 
beyond the range of immediate experience are thus brought within 
the field of experience by an extension of that field whidi includes 
them as "simultaneously there” as a basis ' for our explanation of 
what is directly experienced (C,‘ 9), That is to say, in the process 
of reconstruction, perceptual objects are assumed as given for the 
explanation of perception, Thus when we perceive a table, the 
table itself is assumed to be present as the basis' for the explanation 
of our perceiving a table. In this way the explanation of our per- 
ception becomes a method of discovering what the actual object of 
perception is. It enables us to identify a specific object and to dete^ 
mine- what the nature of that object is (C,T0). But since the actual 
procedure here involved requires that we abstract from diaracteris' 
which Inhere in particular objects and their situations and fasten 
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our attention upon what is uniform in all objects and in all processes 
of perception, we can and must identify the object of perception in 
its relation to the whole field of objects, thereby separating it from 
the illusions of sense perception, such as reflected and refracted 
objects (C, 10). 

According to Mead the perceptual object is primarily the organ- 
ization of the immediate environment with reference to the experi- 
encing organism. “Perception here has no other significance than 
that of the sense apparatus in its adjustment to the environment, in 
its function in selection of the stimulation needed for the reaction of 
the organism through its relation to the central nervous system, and 
in its calling-out of the appropriate response. The 'what’ of the 
object is the expression of the whole of whicli both environment 
and organism are essential parts” (C, 16). But when we analyze 
this total situation and try to account for our experience of this 
particular perceptual object here and now, we may endow this object 
with the reality of effective occupation of space comparable to our 
own reality, thus giving the object an inside content which no 
surfaces revealed to the eye or tlic hand can give (C, 23). These 
imaginatively presented objects are freed from the peculiarities which 
different perc^tual situations reveal and are given tmiformities 
which all experiencing subjects must recognize (C, 23). It is in 
this way that we introduce scientific objects as the ultimate reality 
given or revealed in observation (C, 23-25). 

It is Mead’s contention that the “kernel of the epistemological 
problem” lies in the assumption that the immediate object of knowl- 
edge is an effect produced in the percipient individual in such a 
way that this individual is unable to know directly the world whidt 
he guesses to produce these effects in him, but can know only the 
effects themselves (C, 27). Tliat is to say, according to Mead, die 
percipient subject “can only pass by an unveriiiable inference from 
what must be called his own experience to the world external to 
that 'experience, but which he assumes is the condition of the experi- 
ence from which he is unable to escape” (C, 27). In Mead’s view 
there is no problem' so far as the awareness of immediate data is 
concerned I but there is a difficulty in getting from these immediate 
data to scientific objects which, by definition, never can be given 
in immediate awareness (C, 27). 

' ' The scientist attempts to bridge the gap between objects of im- 
mediate experience and scientific objects through the employment 
of Experimental techniques. But underlying' the successful employ- 
ment of such techniques are two assumptions. One is the assumption 
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of the systematic and uniform cliaracter of natural processes. The 
other is the assumption of the integral part wliich tliose experiences, 
within which appear the problems and hypothetical solutions of 
science, occupy in nature. Of these two assumptions, the first does 
not appear as a part of the scientific ap]^)aratus but tnei'ely stipulates 
that the world, as uniform and systematic, is there for analysis and 
experiment (C, 29-30). "Scientific technique is not interested in 
establishing the rational character of tlie world as tlie precondition 
of its operation. Jt is interested solely in locating its problem within 
tlie world that is tliere and in bringing this world to bear upon its 
attempted solution” (C, 30). 

Tlie second assumption leads Mead to say that '‘in the operation 
of the experimental technique, that which serves as the ultimate 
touchstone of observation and working hypothesis is not of the 
nature of abstract law or postulate, either of physical nature or of 
so-called mind, or a subsistent world of universals,” but is "a 
piece of experience found in an unanalyaed world” (C, 32). With 
tlie idealists Mead holds that “we can never retreat beliind imme- 
diate experience to analyzed elements that constitute the ultimate 
reality of all immediate reality” (C, 32). There is therefore but one 
way of locating the world of obseiwation and experiment, and that 
is by its position relative to tlie experience within which it appears. 
"The problem inevitably appears in tlie experience of some indi- 
vidual” (C, 33), while the setting of the problem is there as the 
world of all (C, 34). Thus the whole paraphernalia of experimental 
science stands diere as die condition of the full exploitation of what 
is private (C, 35) and of adjusting the privately experienced to that 
which is the common world of all. 

Science starts widi die private experience of an individual, but it 
never operates in a mind or an experience that is not "social,"" 
“While the actual image of [an] event has an evidential character 
that Is peculiar, not infrequendy it may be shown by the testimony 
of others to have been the product of imagination or to have been 
shifted from its proper place in the record. But still more funda- 
mentally, the building up of a memory record involves, in the first 
place, a social world as definitely as the physical world, within, which 
the events took place, and involves, in the second place, experience 
which was actually or potentially social In its nature to the extent' 
that whatever happens or has happened to us has its character over 

baa been abown in aectlon -S, it ia Mead's contention that In the thought of 
tha acltttist the auppqeitlou of hia mind and his self alwaya involvea other miilda and 
aolvcB aft ita own ^r^ftuppoaitlona. 
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sgsinst 8ctual or possible sudietices or observers whose selves are 
essential to the existence of our own selves, the mechanism of 
whose conversation is not only as immediate as our replies but, 
when imported into the inner forum, constitutes the meclianism of 
our own thought" (C, 54). 

Another way of looking at the situation is this: Cognition starts 
in the experience of an individual as an observation or information 
received. But the reliability of the observation or information calls 
for verification. It must at least be repeatable either in tlie experience 
of the individual himself or in that of other witnesses. What is thus 
verified becomes part of the world which “surrounds" the immediate 
experience within which otlier problems may arise. It “resides” in 
that world as organized objects or things which behave toward 
one another in expected manners (C, 55). "Over against these 
unquestioned things lie the elements and relations of the working 
hypotlieses of science” (C, 55-56). And these latter are, in a 
peculiar degree, the objects of knowledge. “They are still lacking 
in complete verification. They are received only provisionally and 
the objects whicli we constitute by means of. them are complex 
hypotheses anticipating further tests in the use which we make of 
them” (C, 56). The scientist, of course, is in no doubt with regard 
to die distinction between the finding of fact and the hypotiietical 
form in which he has stated things which are there; for it is he who 
translates the unquestioned things of immediate experience into the 
hypotheses concerning objects which account for what is experienced, 
The translation itself is accomplished in and through the procedure 
of experimentation. For example, “the actual position of the spectral 
line, or of the photographic image on the plate, is the brute fact by 
which the hypothesis is tested,” but the hypothesis itself deals with 
electrons and their stipulated behavior (C, 57). Thus, while the 
findings of observation and experiment remain immediate experi- 
ences, they are analyzed in such a manner that they pass into the 
formulations of the scientist’s hypothesis, From the standpoint of 
research or discovery, therefore, die world of immediate experience 
is, according to Mead, an indisputable core of Vague, indeterminate, 
and contingent data which is and remains in contrast to the clear- 
cut, sharply defined, and necessary elements and events of scientific 
theory into which they are translated in the course of scientific 
procedure (C, 57). And it is this contrast whidi generates numerous 
philosophical problems concerning cognition. 

The scientific objects are the result of hypothetical interpretations 
of the facts of immediate experience. The return from these objects 
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to the world of experience is accomplished by way of an experiment, 
i.e., by way of elaborately constructed situations devised to lead 
again to the original experience or to one related to it in con- 
formity with the hypothesis. It must be noted, however, that, 
according to Mead, an element of construction enters into our 
conception of our everyday world of common things no less than 
into our conception of scientific objects. This is so because immedi- 
ate experience is restricted to the specious present (C, 65), The 
limits of tills experienced present are uncertain. The passing 
experience goes over into memory imagery so imperceptibly, and 
connects with coming experiences so continuously, that it is difficult 
to draw lines of demarcation. The unit of experience — and this 
means, according to Mead, the unit of existence — is thus never 
simply a given instant or moment but an act which stretches into 
die world that no longer exists as well as into the world that does 
not yet exist (C, 65). ^'Memory and anticipation build on at both 
ends” (C, 66). 

In so far as the experiential act reaches out into the future and 
employs a revived past, it reaches out into a realm of uncertainty 
(C, 68). Action whicli employs the past in reducing diis uncertainty 
as far as the results are concerned toward which the act moves, 
Mead calls intelligent in the most general sense of diat word. 
Such intdligence, he contends, is almost coextensive with life and 
far exceeds the domain of mind. It marks the field within which 
mind operates (C, 68). Mental processes, in the narrower sense of 
"thinking,” are thus embedded in a broad stream of intelligent 
conduct, and ideas merely "constitute the form in which past objects 
and future objects, which are not objects in the world that is there; 
may exist in the minds of individuals” (C, 70). "The condition for 
their existing as ideas in the minds of individuals seems to be that 
the mechanism of conduct in which they did function or in which they 
will function exists in these individuals, which logically is as much as 
to say that these objects are significant” (C, 70). 

According to Mead the cognitive act itself has specific "perceptual” 
and "manipulatory” phases; and it is only in a perceptual world that 
errors of perception can take place. "The error is recognized by the 
failure of the percept in question to take its place in that world. The 
failure is recognized when fhe continued experience does not result 
in a manner which, makes possible the completion - of the act*’ 
I (C, 103). The percept itself is there in experience as a promise, as 
'au anticipation of some manipulatory experience, "WC' see the 
objects as we will handle , them” (C, 104) ; and the truth of the 
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perception lies in the agreement of the initiated process of handling 
with the actual process, i.e., it lies in the agreement of the perceptual 
phase witli the manipulatory phase of experience. 

For a complete understanding of Mead's position it is necessary 
to keep in mind that reflective experience, the world, and things 
within that world exist only in the form of situations. “These 
situations are fundamentally characterized by the relation of an 
organic individual to his environment or world. The world, tilings, 
and the individual are what they are because of this relation” 
(C, 215). “Even when we consider only sense data, the object is 
clearly a fruition of the whole situation whose perspective is deter.* 
mined by the individual. There are peculiarities in the objects which 
depend upon the individual as an organism and the spatiotemporal 
position of the individual” (C, 224). However, the so-called sensu- 
ous characters of things, which depend upon the presence of the 
individual, disappear when they are stated in terms of electrons or 
of other scientific objects. What we obtain in that case is an abstract 
statement of conditions under which the sensuous characters appear. 
That is to say, we obtain an explanation of the sensuous characters, 
not an analysis of them as they are (C, 225). It is thus by providing 
an explanation of the sensuous characters of the experienced world 
that science- augments and transcends the immediate objects of 
direct experience, that it goes beyond what is actually there in 
experience. Nevertheless the mathematical physicist, even in his 
most abstract analysis, is still operating in a field where he has 
objects which, in their essential riructure, are objects of an experi- 
ence, fliat logically fits into thk of our immediate experience 
(C, 273). In other words, scienqe.does not assume an actually given 
universe which is independent of the individuals and their environ- 
ments; but “science does assume the existence of such a universe 
which is never actually givm but which is the presupposition of 
those tiiat are given, and it assumes that the characters which appear 
in the given universes of scientific hypotheses will with different 
interp;retations appear in every new hypothesis.” “Science does not 
assume a transcendental univerw of things in themselves which 
cannot appear in experience; its existent real universe is assumed 
to consist of things that appear in experience” (C, 27S). The 
assumption of the experimentjal method is that the test is being made, 
not with things-in-themaelves, but with reference to a world whicli 
is called in question only at tlie point at which the problem has arisen 
in experience, and that the conduct contemplated or suggested by 
the new hypothesis will take place within that world whenever the 
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test of experiment sustains tlie h3^ot]iesis (C, 280). Thus ''we are 
testing the hypothesis not a world of ultimate reality but by a 
world within which we are living and acting successfully except at 
the point which has become probiematic" (C, 280). 

As Mead sees it, the perceptual world is tiiere as a series of invita- 
tions to conduct, by responses in which we have confidence. "Stated 
in its lowest terms, we expect to feel what we see if we carry out the 
reactions which the vision tends to call out. But what we see is there 
where we see it and when we see it That is tlie value of the experi- 
ence, its import. What we see is spatiotemporally away from us, and 
its thereness involves this spatiotemporal distance. If there arises a 
question as to its reality, we carry out the reaction and cognitively 
assure ourselves of what we then call its reality. If tliere is no such 
question, it is simply there" (C, 281). 

^‘Whatever can ^ seen, heard, smelled, or tasted must logically 
be tactually experienced to be realized, to reacli the ultimate form that 
our perceptual attitudes anticipate" (C, 296). And: "The world of 
reality that we assume to be existing at any one moment of experi- 
ence is, then, of a contact cliaracter — ^things that could be handled, 
or tlie divisions of these contact objects which science sets up as its 
hypodieses. In so far as our judgments of perceptions and those of 
rehection place tliese contact contents in the obje^, they have neces- 
sarily removed tlieir distance cliaracters, for the contact character 
implies that the distance has been surmounted and that the result of 
tlie act has substituted the realities of contact for the beginnings of 
the act" (C, 365). 

In these brief quotations we find the quintessence of Mead’s on- 
tology and the systemic culmination of hts entire system. 



Chapter 20 

THE EXPERIMENTAUSM OF JOHN DEWEY 

1. General Characterization 

In the opinion of many competent judges, John Dewey is Amer- 
ica’s outstanding philosopher ; and he is this, as Sidney Hook points 
out,* “not merely in virtue of his origins but in the fresh perspectives 
of his thought, and in his emphasis upon freedom, directed action, 
and scientific control,” “His writings have brought to reflective 
expression some of the most distinctive idioms of American faith and 
practice — its democratic traditions, its concern with methods and 
consec{uences, its sense of possibilities diat are still open to coura- 
geous and disciplined intelligence. . . . There is hardly a phase of 
American thought to which he has not made some contribution, 
hardly an aspect of American life which he has left uninterpreted. 
His influence has extended to the schools, the courts, the labora- 
tories, the labor movement, and the politics of the nation.”’ His 
thought has affected the fields of psychology, education, law, eco- 
nomics, sociology, art, religion, and the philosophy of science, and 
has had repercussions far beyond the national frontiers of America. 
“He was tlie only living Araei’ican philosopher and educator widely 
known outside of American borders.”® 

The world from which Dewey starts in his philosophical discus- 
sions, and the world to whidi he always returns, is the common world 
we all live in — ^the world of our everyday experience.* To be sure, 
this everyday world is full of confusions, is discordaiit and uninte- 
grated ; and philosophy itself, in so far as it has wielded social influ- 
ence, has contributed to this deplorable state of affairs. According to 
Dewey, therefore, it is a supremely important task of philosophy to 
help find a way into a better order — ^“an order in whicli there will 
be social unity of mind as a consequence of achieving civilized inte- 
gration of intelligent life.”® 

1 HoQk, S., 7oA» Dtmey, An Inlelleehial Portrait, 4. By permiSBion of Frofcssor 
Sidney Hook and the John Day Company, pnbUabert. 

8/hW..4. a7W(f.,9-10. 

* Cf, Ratner, J., “Introduction to John Dew^a PhlloBophy,” In InfelUetaea in Tha 
Uodem World, John Dewty’* Philosophy, S-S. * Ibid., S. 
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Tills conception of the broad functions of philosophy leads Dewey 
to tlie idea that the pre&ninent subject matter of pliilosophy is the 
relation between things and values. “What things are and how they 
are organized in relation to each otlier is the generic subject matter 
of science. Wliat values are, how they are derived and justified, and 
their place in organizing experience into a coherent pattern, is the 
generic concern of the pliilosopher,”'’ More specifically, Dewey's prO' 
gram for philosophers is “that they directly confront the major prob- 
lems and beliefs of our society, make explicit our value assumptions, 
project alternatives of social clioice, investigate methods of investi- 
gation, formulate a theory of inquiry that may aid in overcoming 
intellectual confusions, and furnish, if possible, intelligent grounds 
of action in meeting the times and its troubles.”'' Philosophy, in 
other words, as Dewey understands it, is essentially a critical evalu- 
ation of values and beliefs; and philosophical criticism is part of the 
basis for Dewey’s constructive purposes. 

As Dewey reads the history of philosophy, the classical thinkers 
alt accepted the science of dieir own time as an example of what 
knowledge is, and the method of that science as the standard of the 
method of knowing as sucli; and they tried to emulate their respec- 
tive sciences in botli respects. Dewey proposes to do the same for 
his own time, using modern science and modern scientific methods 
as the pattern and standard for knowledge in general. Since the 
method of modern science culminates in experimentation, Dewey’s 
philosophy becomes preeminently the philosophy of the experiment 
It becomes ex^erimmtalism . So central are the analysis and evalu- 
ation of experimentation in Dewey’s diinking that Ratner can say 
with a semblance of truth : “Grant tliat Dewey's analysis of scientUic 
experimentation is in its principal contentions sound and valid and 
you will have to grant that pretty mucli everything else fundamental 
in his philosophy is sound and valid.”* 

Dewey’s ultimate philosophical position is the result of a slow 
growth and a radical transformation of views held earlier. During 
his student days, Absolute Idealism dominated the philosophy of 
England and America, It was the age of Bradley, Bosanquet, T. H. 
Green, and the Cairds, of Harris, Howison, Bowne, and Royce* 
Dewey's first publications — articles which he contributed to the Jour- 
luA of SpeadaHve Philosophy and to MiiuP* — clearly reveal the 

BHQolci9^'.ci(.,3S. , 1 1bid., 97, B Rf tner, o/i. cU„ 58, - 

Bpor mmplc, ’Tbe Mataphyiical AMumptioM of MaterlallBoi,'’ ^V1 (1883), SdS- 
313; "KitmlcdsB and the RetativHy ot Feelins,” XVII (1883), $6-70; <'KtM and 
?h.llotophle Method," XVllI (1884), 163-174. 

Vu>«KjuiwledKe a« UeaKaatlon," Xn (1887), 383-396. 
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idealistic orientation of his thinking; and he himself has said, “I 
should never think of ignoring, much less denying, . . . that acquaint- 
ance with Hegel has left a permanent deposit in my thinking.”^ But, 
as Sidney Hook puts it, Dewey "naturalized Hegel's historical ap- 
proach by a biological theory of mind and an institutional analysis of 
social behavior.”** 

"Dewey's, drift from Hegelianism was gradual.”** His appoint- 
ment, in 1894, as Director of the Experimental School of Chicago 
gave him an opportunity to test his ideas concerning the nature and 
function of intelligence in a vast educational experiment, For a time 
he now became almost completely absorbed in practical matters per- 
taining to education and the training of children. His publications 
reveal increasingly this shift in interest*^ However, the prolonged 
controvert, iirsi^ between realists .and ideaHsts, .^d then b^ween 
neo-r^ist s and critiral realists, rdcmdled Dewey’s basic interest in 
problems of epistemology. With great vigor- he entered into the 
discussidnsi**' andln "doing *so found ample opportunity for the clari- 
fication of his owii doctrine. 

The first World War and its aftermath found Dewey’s interest in 
practical affairs unabated.** At the same time, however, his philo- 


11 Dewey'a sketchi '*From AbBolutlsm to Experimeotalism ” in Contemporary Ameri- 
can PAiiosophyj Vol. lit 21, 

12 0p,cf7.|H. IB/Wrf. 

14 They range from articlea dealing with 'The Chaos of Moral Training/* Popular 

Science Monthly, XLV (1894)f 433-443 ; the ^'Influence of the High School XTpon Edu- 
cational Methods/* School Peview, V (1895), 1-12; Kindergarten and Child- 

Study/' National Education Aasoclation, Addrceees and Proceedings, 1897, 585-586 ; to 
motiographa and books on The School and Society, 1900 ; The Child and the Curricitlum, 
1902 ; and Bdueation, Direct and Indirect, 1904. No attempt has been mode to give an 
exhaustive list of Dewey’s contributions to the field of education. The titles men- 
tioned were choSen as being typical of the philosopher’s practical interests at this time. 
For a complete bibliography see The Philosophy of John Deioey, Vol, 1 of the Library 
of Living Philosophers, Paul Arthur Schilpp, editor, 

15 C/. ’’The Realism of Pragmatism/* Journal of Philosophy, II (1905), 324-327; 

’’Immediate Empiricism/’ 597-599; ’’Reality as Experience,** ihid^. III (1906), 
253-257; "The Experimental Theory of Knowledge,** Mind, N.S. KV (1906), 293-307; 
’’Experience and Objective Idealism," Philosophical Review, XV (1906), 465-481; 
"Reality and the Criterion for the Truth of Ideas," Mind, XVI (1907), 317-342 ; "What 
l>oe8 Pragmatism Mean by Practical 7" Journal of Philosophy, V (1908), 85-99 ; "The 
Logical Character of Ideas,” ibid,, 375-381; "Objects, Data and Existences," thid., 
VI (1909),. 13-21 ; ’Walid Knowledge and the ’Subjectivity of Experience/ ” ibid,, VII 
(1910), 169-174; "Brief Studies in Realism," ibid,, VIU ^911):.!^ Naive Realism vs, 
Presentative Realism, 393-400 ; II, Epistemological Realism t The Alleged Ubiquity of 
the Knowledge Relation,' 546-554, Again no attempt has been made to exhaust the list 
of pttbltcatlona. , 

10 C/. German Philosophy atid Polities, 1915 ; Democracy and Bdueation, 1916 ; "The 
Future of Pacifism," PTew Republic, XI (1917), 358-360; "What America Will Fight 
For" ibid,’, Kn (1917), 6849 "The ' Lrague of Nations and the New Diplomacy, *’ 
Dial, XLV (1918), 401-403; Student Revolt In , China" Hew Republic, XX 
(1919), 16-18; "Transforming the Hind of China," Asia, XIX (1919), 1103-1108; 
*’Our National Dilemma," Hew RepubHe, XXII (1920), 117-118; “Old China and 



PHILOSOPHICAL IDEAS IN AMERICA 


544 


[Ch.w 


so{^ical po&ition underwent further transformation and clarification. 
A turning point was thus reached in 1925 when, in Experience md 
Nature, it became evident that, for Dewey, problems of contempo- 
rary realism receded into the background while at the same time the 
philosophies of Plato and Aristotle received critical attention. By 
this time Dewey had become convinced tliat "in the elements of 
Greek thought carried along in the modern mind are to be found the 
generating causes both of the problems that have clogged and stulti- 
fied modern philosophic intelligence, and of solutions which have re- 
peatedly been proposed, often in sheer intellectual desperation.*'” 
Following this turn in his thinking, Dewey wrote the series of major 
works in philosophy which, together, embody his mature thinking 
and which must be made the basis of any adequate evaluation of his 
position as a whole. 


2. Experience and Empirical Method 

The task of summarizing Dewe/s philosophical position in a few 
brief paragraphs is a formidable one;^‘ for not only has Dewey's 
thinking undergone profound changes in die course of a long and 
active life, it also has never been crystallized into a well-integrated 
system. Only in the broad sense of defending from a variety of 
angles a somewhat loosely defined general point of view can Dewey 
at all be regarded as systematic. He is not a system builder in the 
sense in which Bowne, Royce, and Whitehead may be regarded as 


Ifew,** Ash, XXI (1921)| 445, 450, 454-456; *'EtUc8 of Animal ExperlmentatlQni** 
AtianHe MpntMy, CXXXVII (1926), 343-346; "Capitalism or Public Soclaliam" New 
NepuhHc, LXIl (1930), 64-67; "Imperntive Need for a New Radical Party," Common 
Sense j II (1933), 6-7; Not Report of the Com%nission of Inquiry Into the 

Charges Made Against Leon Trotsky in the Moscow Trials, 1937. Tbe titles here given 
are merely auggeatlve of the great variety of probtema with which Dewey hoe been 
concerned, 

17 Rntner, cP* cit, 17. 

12 For a complete undemtandlog of Dewey’s poaltlon the following books are indis- 
pensable i A, The Inftnence of Darwin on Philosophy, and Other Bssays in Contem- 
porary Thought, 1910; B, Essays in Kvperimentot Logic^ 1916; C, Reeo^i^trticihn in 
Phitoeophy, 1920; D, Hmtan Naiure and Conduct, 1922; E, ^Perience and Nature, 
1925; F, The Quest far Certainty, 1929; G, Phitosophy and CivHiaatiou, 1931; 

Art as RjieperieHce, 1934 ; I, A Common Faith, 1934 ; J, Logic: Tha Theory of Inquiry t 
1938; K, Tkecfry of Vahiatio»j International Encyclopedia of Unified Science, 1939. 
See also: Feldman, W. T., The PhUosophy of John Dewey, 1934; and The Library of 
Uvlng PbltoBophere, Vol, I, 7'lia Ph{iojo|»hy oi John Demy, 1939, Paul Arthur 
Sehllpp, editor. • ' 

I All quotations f^om The IntlneHce of Darwin and Human Nature and Conduct by 
permission of Henry Holt and Company, All quotations from Essays i^ H^erMHenlol 
Logie and, Theory of Valuation by permission of Chicago University Press. . AH 
quotations Crpm Experience and Nature by permission of the Open Court FUhlishiag 
Company. 
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such. Nevertheless certain key ideas stand out In most of Dewey’s 
writings^ and tliese will be briefly considered here, 

To begin with, Dewey places particular emphasis upon the haz- 
ards involved in all intellectual activity. Man finds himself always 
in nm situations and can therefore never solve his current problems 
on the basis of past experience only. The uniqueness of every expe- 
rienced situation implies the provisional character of all general rules 
and principles. Problem solving and, therefore, life are always an 
adventure, an experiment in coping with ever new situations. For 
Dewey this fact Implies that knowledge is always “constituted by the 
conditions of its genesis and cannot be understood properly apart 
from its context. Metaphysics, as knowledge dealing with a reality 
that is independent of and prior to the cognitive act, is therefore 
impossible. As Dewey puts it: “Instrumentalism involves the 
doctrine that the origin, structure, and purpose of knowing are such 
as to render nugatory any wholesale inquiries into the nature of 
Being.”*® 

By 1925, however, Dewey has moderated this extreme meta- 
ph}rsical skepticism and, In Experience and Nature, he admits the 
validity of ontological speculahon. As he now sees it “all immediacy 
of existence has a certain ultimai^ and finally, a certain incommen- 
surability and incommutabiiity” (£, 112). “There is something 
unpredictable, spontaneous, unformuiatable, and ineffable found in 
any terminal object” (E, 112). The qualities of immediate experi- 
ence are evanescent. “They are never exactly reduplicated, because 
the exact combination of eveqts of which they are termini does not 
precisely recur” (E, 115). Nevertheless, Dewey goes on, “in every 
event there is something obdurate, self-suHicient, wholly immediate, 
neither relation nor an element in a relational whole, but terminal 
and exriusive” (E, 85). “If experience in its immediacies could 
speak,” he adds, “it would proclaim. -T m a y hceue re l atives but 7-ain 
not rriated’ ” (E, 87). Thus, accordmg to Dewey, ""everything tKat 
distil '111 Wiar as it is known and knowable is in interaction with 
other things. It is associated, as well as solitary, single” (E^ 175). 
In odier words, “nature has bodi an irreducible, brute, unique, 'itself- 
ness’' in everything' which exists and also a connection of each thing 
(which is' just what it is) with other tilings such that without them 
it 'can neitoer be nor be conceived.’ ”*^ It is with these basic ideas 
in mind that we must try to understand Dewey’s thinking. 

IS Fddman, o^. Wi., 7. 

^ Dewey, L, "Some Implications of Anti'-BitellectUBHam,’’ Journal of Philosophy, 
VII (1910), 478, 

DewBy« J., “Half '■Hearted Naturalism/' Journal of Philosophy, XXlV (1927) , 63. 
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In Experience and Naiure Dewey contends that the method of 
empirical naturalism, i.e,, the method presented by Dewey himself, 
provides the only way by which one can freely accept the standpoint 
and conclusions of modern science (£, 2). Dewey’s own conception 
of the nature of experience has of course undergone marked changes. 
At first he interpreted experience in the traditional sense as a suc- 
cession of states of consciousness. Existence, he said, “means exist- 
ence for consciousness.”” How experience came to be we shall never 
find out, because experience always is. “We shall never account for 
it by referring it to something else> for 'something else’ always is only 
for and in experience” (ibid,, 9), 

As Dewey’s thinking led him away from philosophical tradition, 
he interpret^ experience as the interaction of an organism with its 
mvirbnment. Consciousness as such now recedes for him into the 
backgroimd. “Consciousness,” he says, “is only a very small and 
shifting portion of experience. In the experience ... are all the 
physical features of the environment, extending out in space . . . 
and . . . time, and the habits and Interests ... of the organism” 
(B, 6). Experience, in other words, now means for Dewey "an 
immense and operative world of diverse and interacting elements” 
(B, 7). "It is the entire organic agent-patient in all its interaction 
wiA Ae environment, nature and social.”” It is primarily not a 
matter of knowledge, but of doing and suffering (ibid., 37). “The 
self experiences whatever it undergoes, and there is no fact about life 
more assured or more tragic than that what we are aware of is deter- 
mined by things that we are undergoing but of which we are not 
conscious and which we cannot be conscious of under the particular 
conditions” (B, 278). 

Following through this line of reasoning, Dewey goes so far as to 
say that "in first instance and intent, it is not exact nor relevant to 
say ‘I experience’ or ‘I think.’ ‘It’ experiences or is experienced, 
.‘it’ thinks or is thought, is a juster phrase. Experience, a serial course 
of affairs with their own characteristic properties and relationships, 
oqcurs, happens, and is what it is. Among and within these occur- 
rences, not outside of them nor. underlying them, are those events 
which are denominated selves” (E, 232,). Or, more specifically, 
“^perienc'e -is double-barrelled in that it reco^izes in its primary 
integrity no division between act and, material, subject and object, 
but contains them both in an unanatyzed totality. . . . Life denotes 
a function, a comprehensive activity, in whidt organisms and en- 

*8 Dewey, J., 'Tlie Psychological Standpoint/' Mind^ XI (1886)« 7. , 

88 Deweyj J., and others, Creative IftteUigenee, , 
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vironment are incliKled. Only upon reflective analysis does it break 
up into external conditions— air breathed, food taken, ground walked 
upon — and internal structufea — ^lungs respiring, stomach digesting, 
legs walking” (E, 2nd ed., 8-9), 

But there is another strain of ideas in Dewey’s thinking — one 
whicli is essentially a restatement of immediate empiricism, Dewey 
states this view most dearly in an essay entitled “The Postulate of 
Immediate Empiricism,” reprinted in A. There he says : “Immediate 
empiricism postulates tiiat things — anythmg, everything, in the or- 
dinary or non-tecimical use of the terni 'thing' — are what th^ are 
experienced as. Hence; if one wishes to describe anything truly, 
his task is to tell what it is experienced as being” (A, 227). For 
Dewey this “immediatism” is a method of philosophical analysis; 
for “if you wish to find out what' subjective, objective, physical, 
mental, cosmic, psychic, cause, substance, purpose, activity, evil, 
being, quality — any philosophical term, in drort — ^means, go to ex- 
perience and see what the tiling is experienced os” (A, 239). 

On the face of it this leaves the whole matter of the definition of 
key terms rather vague and unsettled. But the quotations just given 
must be read in the light of other statements which give context to the 
general reference to “experience.” Thus, Dewey argues, “I start 
and am flustered by a noise heard. Empirically, that noise is fear- 
some; it really is, not merely phenomenally or subjectively so. That 
is what it is experienced as being. But, when I experience the noise 
as a known thing, I find it to be innocent of harm. It is the tapping 
of a shade against the window, owing to movements of the wind. 
The experience has changed; that is, the thing experienced has 
changed — not that an unreality has given place to a reality, nor that 
some transcendental (unexperienced) Reality has chang^, not that 
truth has changed, but just and only the concrete, reality experienced 
has changed” (A, 230) . The initial “immediate empiricism” is thus 
embedded in a cognitive context which ultimately transforms the 
whole experiential situation. “Empirically, things are poignant, 
tragic, beautiful, humorous, settled, disturbed, comfortable, annoy- 
ing,' barren, harsh, consoling, splendid, fearful; are sudi immediately 
and in their own right and behalf’ (E, 96). As far as Dewey is 
concerned, the* traits just mentioned “stand In themselves oh pre- 
cisely tlie same level as colors, sounds; qualities of contact, taste, and 
smell” (E, 96). Neither group is sitbjective in the traditional sense 
of so-called secondary qualities. Rather, “in itsdf the object is just 
wbat it is experienced as being, hard, heavy, sweet, sonorous, agree- 
able or tedious,, and so on. But in being ‘there’ these traits are 
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effects, not causes’* (F, 131). It is in the "doings and sufferings" 
of the organism tliat the traits as immediately experienced have their 
importance] and it is in connection with the same "doings and suffer- 
ings" that the abstract objects of reflective knowledge likewise obtain 
their purposefully instrumental significance. The subject matter of 
the primary experience sets the problem and furnidres the first data 
of the reflection which constructs the secondary object in an attempt 
to explain the primary objects and render them intelligible (E, 4-5). 
Through the secondary or “refined’* objects of reflective tliougfit the 
primary objects of immediate exj^ierience are talren up into*a system 
of related objects. "They are rendered continuous with the rest of 
nature and take on the import of the things they are now seen to be 
continuous with” (£, 5). 

It is significant, however, that, for Dewey, things are always 
"objects to be treated, used, acted upon and with, enjoyed and 
endured, ever more than things to be known. They are things had 
before they are things cognized” (E, 21). Primary experience chiefly 
occurs in the modes of action and undergoing; knowledge in the full 
sense of the term contributes the "possibility of intelligent admin- 
istration of the elements of doing and suffering" (E, 22). 

The "empirical method" which Dewey evolves in the light of tlie 
ideas just stated demands of philosophy two things: "First, that 
refined methods and pi'oducts be traced back to their origin in 
primary experience, in all its heterogeneity and fullness; so that the 
needs and problems out of which they arise and which they have to 
satisfy be acknowledged. Secondly, tliat the secondary metliods and 
condusions be brought back to the things of ordinary experience, in 
all their coarseness and crudity for verification" (E, 36). 

3. Experience and the Objects of Science 

The world in which man lives, Dewey finds, is "a scene of risk; 
it is uncertain, unstable, uncannily, unstable. Its dangers are irreg- 
ular, inconstant, not to be counted upon as to their times and seasons. 
Although persistent, they are sporadic, episodic" (E, 41). In this 
world .man is looking for certainty,** and his philosophies may. be > 
interpreted as different ways of "supplying recipes for denying to 
the universe the cliaracter of contingency which it possesses” (E, 46). 
"We long, amid a troubled world, for perfect being, We forget that 
what gives meaning to the notion of perfection is the events that ere- 


M Sec Dewey'fl book| The Qitesf for Certainiy* 
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ate longing, and that, apart from thetn, a 'perfect* world would mean 
just an unchanging, brute, existential thing” (E, 63). 

Security in die world can be attained only by a material change 
in the actual conditions under which life exists; but as long as 
imagined objects are satisfying and give us a feeling of security — 
although sucli feeling may not at all harmonize with the facts — our 
seamh for real security may falter (F, 3) and “the logic of drama, 
of suspense, thrill and success, dominates the logic of objective 
events” (E, 81), Out of this latter attitude, die arts were developed, 
and classic philosophy, according to Dewey, was conceived in wonder, 
born ill leisure, and bred in consummatory contemplation (E, 123). 
The real business of living requires a different attitude. “While at 
happy junctures the course of extraordinary events may be tiound or 
wheedled by enjoyed rite and ceremony, only work places a con- 
clusive spell upon homely, everyday affairs” (E, 122). Only labor 
induces us to consider diings in their active connections as means 
and as signs (E, 122). From the standpoint of enjoyment, a thing 
is what it directly does for us ; but, from the standpoint of labor, a 
thing is what it will do to other things (E, 84). And out of our 
understanding of a thing as a tool emerges our belief in causality. 
"The first thinker who proclaimed that every event is effect of some- 
thing and cause of something else, that every particular existence is 
both conditidned and condition, merely put into words the procedure 
of the workman, converting a mode of practice Into a formula” 
(E, 84). Out of the crafts and technologies of healing, navigation, 
war, and the working of wood, metals, leatlier, flax, and wool were 
thus born the physical sciences ; and out of the arts of political man- 
agement the mental sciences (E, 128). “The distinctively intellectual 
attitude whidi marks scientific inquiry was generated in efforts at 
controlling persons and things so that consequences, issues, outcomes 
would be more stable and assured” (E, 128; 133). 

Because of this origin of the sciences, it is only natural that the 
objects of science, like the direct objects of the arts, are an order of 
relation's which serve as tools to effect immediate havings and beings. 
To be sure, immediate empirical objects remain what they always 
were, “Physical science does not set up another and rival realm of 
antithetical existence; it reveals the state or order upon which the 
occurrence of immediate and final qualities depends.” It mereiy adds 
to our causal having of ends and abilityto regulate the date, place, and 
manner of their emergence! (E, 136). The mathematical-mechanical 
systems which form the proper objects of science, as such, enable us 
to link the immediately and apparltlonally had things with one 
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anotlier into one comprehensive scheme of constant relationships 
(£, 138-140). The instrumental nature of scientific objects thus 
accounts for the central position of laws. The laws are but “tlie 
formulations of the regularities upon whicli intellectual an^ other 
regulation of things as immediate apparitions depends” (£, 146). 

According to Dewey, the objects of natural science are not meta- 
physical rivals of historical events; they are means of directing the 
latter. Only individual things escist;- but individually qualified tilings 
have some qualities whidi are pervasive, common, stable. They are 
out of time in the sense tliat a particular temporal quality is irrelevant 
to them. “These non-temporal, mathematical or logical qudities are 
capable of abstraction, and of conversion into relations, into tem- 
poral, numerical and spatial order. As such they are dialectical, non- 
existential. But also as such they are tools, instrumentalities appli- 
cable to historic events to help regulate tlieir course” (E, 148-149). 
Instrumentalism, therefore, as Dewey understands it, is a tlieory “not 
about personal disposition and satisfaction in knowing, but about the 
proper objects of science, what is 'proper' being defined in terms of 
physics” (E, ISl). 


4. Dewey’s “Temporalism” 

As was pointed out earlier, Dewey’s philosophical beginnings 
were rooted in Hegelian ideas. The notion of the Absolu^ however, 
always gave Dewey pause, for he felt sure tliat, for man, the “Abso- 
lute has existence only so far as it has manifested itself in his con- 
scious experience.”*® And, equally, “philosophy knows nothing about 
any consciousness which is out of relation to time” (ibid.). Eighteen 
years later Dewey put the issue this way: “If one is already com- 
mitted to a belief that Reality is neatly and finally tied up in a packet 
without loose ends, unfinished issues, or new departures, one would 
object to knowledge maldng a difference just as one would object to 
any other impertinent intruder. But if one believes that the world itself 
is in transformation, why ^ould the notion that knowledge is the 
most important mode of its modification and the only organ of its 
guidance be a priori obnoxious?”** Dewey, of course, accepts the 
second alternative. For him, , all existenc es an^ reality itaelLane^in 
t ransition 

■ This interpretation of nature as process leads Dewey to the rejec^ 
t|on of a “block universe,” and fiius to the repudiation of all abso- 

'“•asDewer, J-, ‘'Psychology u Fhi(owphlo Method," Mind. XI (ISStf), W. . 

86 Dewey, J., "Doea Reality Poaaeaa Practical Character?*’ Bwayr in Honor of 
WiUiam /aineSi 55 * 56 , 
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lutist theories. As Dewey views it, “a theory which ends by dwlaring 
dwt everything is, really and eternal^Tthoi-oughly ideal and rational, 
cuts Ae nerve of the specific demand and work of intelligence’’ 
XB, 22). In Dewey’s opinion, the notion of the Absolute itself leads 
to contradictions; for the “contents as well as the form of ultimate 
Absolute Experience are derived from and based upon the features 
of actual experience, the very experience which is tlien relegated to 
unreality by the supreme reality derived from its unreality” (E, 61 ). 
And if we start from the standpoint of the Absolute Experience, the 
contradiction is repeated from that side, too. “Although absolute, 
eternal, all-comprehensive, and pervasivdy integrated into a whole 
SO' logically perfect that no separate patterns, to say nothing of seams 
and holes, can exist in it, it proceeds to play a tragic joke upon itself 
— for tliere is nothing else to be fooled — ^by appearing in a queer 
combination of rags and glittering gewgaws, in the garb of the tem- 
poral, partial, and conflicting things, mental as well as physical, of 
ordinary experience” (E, 61). 

Moreover, Dewey contends, the idea of an Absolute has only 
negative ethical significance. If we accept the idea of an Absolute, 
“is any value more concretely and securely in life than it was before? 
Does this perfect intelligence enable us to correct one simple misstep, 
one paltry error, here and now ? Does this perfect all-inclusive good- 
ness serve to heal one disease? Does it rectify one transgression? 
Does it even §pve the slightest inkling of how to go to work at any 
one of these things ? No ; it just tells you : Never mind, for they are 
already eternally corrected, eternally healed in the eternal conscious- 
ness which alone Is really Real. Stop: there is one evil, one pain, 
which the doctrine mitigates — ^the hysteric sentimentalism which is 
troubled because the universe as a whole does not sustain good as a 
whole” (A, 24). 

But if Dewey thus rejects die idea of the Absolute, does he regard 
Reality as being simply the changing flux of things encountered in 
immediate experience ? Dewey’s answer to this question is not always 
clear. Only one thought seems to stand out prominently :,JPi£jt) 30 st 
distinctive feature of exp erienc e is its tempq^ity.^^ In Dewe y*S-Q 3 vn 
words, the denotations tfiat cohsBtute j^wience, history, 

to tempo'ial pro cess’*" (Ef 281! denoted is found to have 

temporal quality and reference; it has movement from and towards 
within it; it is marked by waxings and wanings” (E, 29). “Objects 
of present experience have the actuality of a temporal procession” 
(E, 29). And “if we trust to the evidence of experienced things. 


87 Feldman, op, citi, 31. 
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primary [biological and social] functions,*’® Even though some 
forms of knowledge may render things more intelligible and may give 
greater insight into existence than do others, they are, nevertheless, 
subject to tlie same ultimate criterion of what it means to acquire 
insight and to make things intelligible, Le., they are subject to the 
same criterion of service of special purposes in behavior and limit 
by the special problems in which the need of insight arises {ibid,, 
479) . Dewey’s concern for practical matters and matters of “practi- 
cality” is thus evident. 

There is another way in which this same characteristic of Dewey’s 
philosophy becomes apparent; for it can be shown tliat the notion of 
“practicality” dominates even Dewey’s conception of ideas and judg- 
ments. Dewey contends, for example, that “the meanin g of an idea 
is the chatijges it, as our attitudj^ effects.in o^cta” (B, 315), And 
'"ideas are not statements ol what is or has been, but of acts to be 
performed” (F, 138). 

Although Dewey distinguidies between “j udgm ente..of fact” and 
“judgments of practice,” he^Msimilates the former to the latter® 
anTthus places special emphasis iupoii the practical character of ideas, 
According to Dewey, “judgments of practice” are of the form “M,N, 
should do thus and so; it is better, wiser , , , etc. to act thus and 
so” (B, 335), Judgments of this type are characterized by six dis- 
tinct traits: (i) tlieir subject-matter is incomplete, for they imply 
that something must be done to complete tlie presented state of affairs 
(B, 337) ; (ii) they select one of the alternatives to be acted upon 
and sliape to ^at extent the future course of events (B, 338-339) ; 

(iii) “the fortunes of an agent are implicated in the crisis” (B, 340) ; 

(iv) the statements of fact which may be formulated during the 
course of ini^uiry “exist for the sake of an intelligent determination 
of wliat is to be done” (B, 341) ; (v) these statements of the given 
are necessarily hypothetic^' since their pertinence to the problem at 
hand may always be questioned (B, 342-343) ; (vi) the trutli or 
falsity of practical judgments is constituted by their outcome: “the 
event or issue of sucli action is the truth or fsdsity of the judgment” 
(B, 346) . 

Dewey now asks, “how far is it possible and legitimate to extend 
or generalize the results readied to apply to all propositions of facts? 
That is to say, is it possible and legitimate to treat all scientific or 
descriptive'statements of matters of fact as implying indirectly, if not 

aSDewflyi J., ''Some ImpUctitloiis of Anti^ntellcctualism/' Jmimfii of Philosophy^ 
Vll (1910), 478. . 
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directlyi something to be done, future possibilities to be realized in 
action?” (B, 347). Upon analysis Dewey finds (i) that the very 
existence of ideas is bound up with the practical needs of life; for 
unless "an original practical uneasiness” introduces a "practical aim 
of inquiry,” there is no need for an idea to arise and no idea arises. 
He finds (ii) that consciousness is found only in problematic situ- 
ations and that ideas are "problematic objects" which, in their prob- 
lematic character, may be used "to direct observations and experi- 
ments whicli finally relieve the doubtful features of the situation” 
(B, 225). And Dewey finds (iii) that "every perception and every 
idea is a sense of the bearings, use, and cause of a thing.” do- 
not retilly know a chair or have mi idea of it by inventorying and 
'Numerating its various isolated qualities, but only by bringing these 
qualities into connection with something else — the purpose whicli 
mak es it a (hair and not a table.”*® And, similarly, "a wagon is not 
'^perceivN when all its parts are summed up; it is the cliaracteristic 
connection of the parts wliich makes it a wagon. And these connec- 
tions are not those of mere physical juxtaposition; tliey involve con- 
nection with the animals that draw it, the things that are carried on it, 
and so on” (ibid,). 

Tliis reference to "practicality” receives a special turn when 
Dewey accepts in all essentials the position of "operationism.” He 
now states explicitly that "all conceptions, all intellectual descrip- 
tions, must be formulated in terms of operations, actual or imagi- 
natively possible” (P, 118). From this point of view, "thought, our 
conceptions and ideas, are designations of operations to be performed 
or already performed” (P, 137) ; for "to judge that this object is 
sweet, that is, to refer the idea or meaning 'sweet* to it without 
actually experiencing sweetness, is to predict tliat when it is tasted — 
that is, subjected to a specific operation — a certain consequence will 
ensue” (F, 137). And Dewey stresses at once the practical signifi- 
cance of "operational” definitions, for he states tliat "a definition of 
the nature of ideas in terms of operations to be performed and the 
test of die validity of the ideas by the consequences of these operations 
establishes connectivity within concrete experience” (F, 111). • 

But if definitions are to be given in terms of operations, and if 
"objects are primarily denoted in their practical relationships, as 
things of doing, suffering, contact, possession, and use” (£, 32), 
then a new, problem arises — and one which may easily lead to a 
misunderstanding of Dew^s conception of "instrumentalism.” 
Dewey himself calls attention to the problem and to his answer when 
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he states: (a) that “many critics take an ‘instrumentar theory of 
knowledge to signify that the value of knowing is instrumental to 
the knower” ; and (b) that “ ‘instrumentalism’ is a theory not about 
personal disposition and satisfaction in knowing, but about the proper 
objects of science, what is ‘proper’ being defined in terms of physics’’ 
(]^ ISl). As he sees it, scientific meanings are superadded to es- 
thetic and affectional meanings “when objects instead of being de- 
fined in terms of tlieir coimfUences in social interactions and discus- 
sion are defined in terms of their consequences with respect to one 
another’’ (E, 189). 

The last quotation implies that Dewey, hag gone beyond the “prac- 
ticality” of all those pragmatists who interpret the term “practical” 
as referring to tire necessities of life, i.e., to the biological and social 
consequences of ideas and objects. For Dewey the term “practical” 
denotes simply consequences as such, without specific restrictions of 
the character which they may possess." But this is merely another 
way of saying that, for Dewey, the term “practical” means essentially 
nothing but a reference to the future. And this understanding of the 
term fits in harmoniously with the general orientation of Dewey’s 
tliinking. As Dewey puts it, “the preoccuimtion of experience with 
things which are coming ... is obvious to any one whose interest 
in experience is empirical. Since we live forward; since we live in a 
world where changes are going on whose issue means our weal or 
woe; since every act of ours modifies these changes and hence is 
fraught with promise, or charged with hostile energies— what diould 
«perience be but a future implicated in a present l”®“ Or, even more 
emphatically : “What is going on in die environment is the concern 
of the organism; not what is already ‘there’ in accomplished and 
finished form.” “Experience exhibits things in their unterminated 
aspect moving toward determinate conclusions. The finished and 
done with of import as affecting die future not on its own account ; 
in short, because it is not, really, done with” (ibid., 13; 20). 

This reference to the future char^terizes not only the objective 
events but the experiencing intelligence' as well. “A being 'which can 
use given and finislied facta as signs of things to come; which can 
take given things as- evidences of' absent things, can, in that degree, 
forecast the future; it can form reasonable expectations. It is capable 
of achieving ideas ; it is possessed of intelligence. For Use of the given 
or finished to imticipate the' consequences of processes going on is 
precisely what is meant by ^ideas,^ by ‘intelligence’ ” (ibid., 21), 

SI Feldman, op. eit., 59. 
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This reference to the future also permeates Dewey’s conception of 
the cognitive or “problematic” situation. “Given [certain data] 
which locate the nature of the problem, there is evoked a thought of 
an operation which if put into execution may eventuate in a situation 
in which the trouble or doubt which evoked inqttii^ will be resolved” 
(F, 123). 

In so far, however, as Dewey employs a reference to the future 
as a means of determining meaning, his statements are not always 
concise or consistent. At times he speaks of the meaning of a specific 
event as being the potent!^ consequences of tliat event; at odier 
times he speaks of it as being its total history. Although Dewey tries 
to show that the varying interpretations are not incompatible,** the 
shift in emphasis which they imply introduces an element of uncer- 
tainty into any interpretation of Dewey’s position. 

Another difficulty arises when the definition of meaning in terms 
of consequences is applied to last events. In Dewey's own words, 
"liow can the present belief jump out of its present skin, dive into tlie 
past, and land npon just the one evoit (that £M past is gone forever) 
which, by definition, constitutes its truth? How do we manage to 
know when one thought lands straight on the devoted head of some- 
thing past and gone, white another thought conies down on tlie 
wrong tiling in die past?” (A, 160). Here, Dewey admits, the 
mere verification of the consequences of the belief is not enough. 
There must be a conceptual location of the event referred to in a 
temporal schema within whicli the present reflective act is “later” 
than the designated event. Only if such a schema can be constructed 
can the experiencing subject refer meaningfully to events whicli are 
no longer actual. The criterion of potential or actual consequences, 
by itself, is therefore inadequate. 

6. The Efficaqr of Intelligence 

As Dewey examined the role of intelligence in a world of con- 
stant change and studied the active and useful part intelligence plays 
in the business of living, he became deeply impressed with the efficacy 
of intelligence; and the recognition of this efficacy became a major 
part of his philosophy. 

That the whole 'conception of the efficacy of intelligence is, for 
Dewey, an outgrowth pf biological considerations is evident from, 
his explicit statement that “die progress of biology has accustomed 
our minds to the notion that intelligence is not an outside power. 

Dew^i J., "Meaning and Existence/' Joumat of PhUoMphyj XXV (1928), 348, 
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presiding supremely but statically over the desires and efforts of man, 
but is a inetliod of adjustment of capacities and conditions within 
specific situations” (A, 68). Tlie idealistic logic, according to 
Dewey, “ignored the temporally intermediate and instrumental place 
of reflection; and because it ignored and denied this place, it over* 
looked its essential feature : control of the environment in behalf of 
human progress and vircll-being” (B, 22). Since, for Dewey, intel- 
ligence is tints an operative factor within nature, his preoccupation 
with practical judgments (as discussed above) is understandable. 

Moreover, because of tlte efficacy of intelligence within the process 
of nature, the act of Iciiowing necessarily involves a transformation 
or modification of experience. “What is loiown is seen to be a product 
in which the act of observation plays a necessary role. Knowing is 
seen to be a participant in what is finally known” (F, 204), How- 
ever “it’s not the 'mental’ phase of observation which makes the 
difference” (F, 202), At least in earlier writings Dewey stands 
committed to the view tliat “instrumentalism means a behavioristic 
theory of thinking and knowing. It means that knowing is literally 
something whicli we do; that analysis is ultimately physical and 
active; and meanings in their logical quality are standpoints, atti- 
tudes, and mediods of bdiaving toward facts, and tliat active 
experimentation is essential to verification. Put in another way it 
holds that thinking does not mean any transcendent states or acts 
suddenly introduced into a previously natural scene, but that the 
operations of knowing are' (or are artfully derived from) natural 
responses of the organism” (B, 331-352). 

Within the framework of natural events “the function of mind is 
to project new and more complex ends — to free experience from 
routine and from caprice, Not tire use of thought to accomplish 
purposes already given either in the mechanism of the body or in 
that of the existent state of society, but the use of intelligence to 
liberate and liberalize action is the pragmatic lesson,””^ That is to 
say, “a pragmatic intelligence is a creative intelligence, not a routine 
mechanic” (ibid,, 64). It is “the most promising of all novelties” 
(ibid,, 66). It involves both imaginative forecast of the future and 
Imaginative reciovery of the bygone (ibid,, 14). But it is the former, 
in particular, whicli Dewey stress^. What is unique in the process 
of knowing, Dewey maintains, is “the property of awareness or 
perception. Because of this prop^ty the initial stage is capable of 
being judged, in the light of Its probable course and consequence. 
There is anticipation. Each successive event being a stage in a serial 
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process is both expectant and commemorative” (E, 101). But it is 
its diaracter as “expectant” that really counts. 

As far as the objects of science, morals, and esthetic appreciation 
are concerned, a basic similarity prevails — a similarity reflected in 
the respective realms of Icnowledge. “All alike exhibit the difference 
between immediate goods casually occurring and immediate goods 
which have been reflectively determined by means of critical inquiry. 
If bare liking is an adequate determinant of values in one case, it is 
in the otlier. If intelligence, criticism, is required in one, it is in the 
others. If the end to be attained in any case is an enhanced and 
purified immediate appreciative, experienced object, so it is in the 
others. All cases manifest the same duality and present the same 
problem ; that of embodying intelligence in action which shall convert 
casual natural goods, whose causes and effects are unknown, into 
goods valid for thought, right for conduct, and cultivated for appre- 
ciation” (E, 407 ). And in this transformation of the objects is 
manifested &e supreme efficacy of intelligence. 

7. Philosophy as Valuation 

Dewey rejects psychophysical dualism and argues for a funda- 
mental continuity (B, 85^). He repudiates^ necv-reglistic— “pan- 
objectivism” because it contr^icts jdie id^ of .^ntinulty.(B, -72-73). 
'He'rej&'ts' aU “spectator” theories of mind because .theyJmply. a 
dudism of mind and nature (F, 230), wd. insists that..“thsre js.jio 
s^'afate' ‘mind’ gifted in and of itsdf with a facuify of. thought” 
(F, 227) . The real existence, Dewey points out, is “the history in 
its entirety, the history as just what it is” — in which “nature” and 
“mental” events constitute one continuous process. “The operations 
of splitting it up into two parts and then having to unite them 
again by appeal to causative power are equally arbitrary and 
gratuitous” (E, 275). 

In Dewey's philosofdry the realm of Ideals is thus not cut off from 
the world of everyday experience but “grows out of it and represents 
the possibilities of its development.”®* In Dewej^s opinion an "ideal 
world” cut off from the “natural world” is “impotent for .direction 
and control and change of the natural world” (B, 72). And- it is 
Dewey’s conviction that “if philosopliers could aid in matting it clear 
to a troubled humanity that ideals are continuous, wi^ natural events, 
that they but represent their possibilities, and that recognized possi- 
bilities form methods for a conduct which may realize th^ in 
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fact, philosophers would enforce the sense of a social calling and 
responsibility" (B, 72). 

But if life is a "going concern," and a continuous process of 
natural and human events, it need not surprise us that Dewey 
holds that "success and failure are the primary ^categories’ of life’*®® 
and that, for him, scientific and ethical thinking fuse. He "became 
more and more troubled by the intellectual scandal that seemed to 
be involved in the current (and traditional) dualism in logical 
standpoint between something called ‘science’ on the one hand and 
something called 'morals* on the other*’; and he felt that die con- 
struction of a logic "which would apply without abrupt breach oi 
continuity to the fields designated by both of the words is at once 
our needed theoretical solvent and the supply of our greatest practical 
want.’’®^ 

Dewey’s attempted solution of the problem here indicated must 
be viewed in the light of his contention that man’s thinking arises 
only when values are at stake, that "our constant and inalienable 
concern is with good and bad, prosperity and failure, and hence 
with clioice,’’ and that "we are constructed to think in terms of 
value, of bearing upon welfare’’ (E, 32). The chief concern of 
philosophy, therefore, is or ought to be with values. “The intellectual 
registrations which constitute a philosophy are generative just 
because they are selective and eliminative exaggerations. While 
purporting to say that such and such is and always has been the 
purport of the record of nature, in effect they proclaim that such 
and sudi should be the significant value to whi^ mankind should 
loyally attach itself.’’®® Since all men think with a moral bias and 
concern, there is thus a specific sense in which "all philosophy is a 
branch of morals’’ (E, 33) ; and "the task of future philosophy is 
to clarify men’s ideas as to the social and moral strifes of their own 
day. Its aim is to become so far as is humanly possible an organ for 
dealing with these conflicts’’ (C, 26). 

Since the program thus envisioned involves valuations or 
appraisals, the problem of valuation becomes central for Dewey’s 
philosophy. As he sees it, "wherever tliere is an appraisal involving 
rules as to better or as to needed action, there is an end to be 
reached ; the appraisal is a valuation of things with respect to their 
serviceability or needfulness’’ (K, 23). But if “means’* are appraised 
in the light of tlieir “serviceability’’ or "needfulness" with respect to 

*0 Creative IntelHgenee, op, cU., 13. 

Dewey, J., “From Abeolutinm to Experlmentallam," Contemporary American 
Philoeophy, 11, 23. See also : Ci 173 ; and F, IS. 

Dewey, J., Phiheophy and Civitiffaiion, 8. 



56o philosophical IDEAS IN AMERICA [Ch .30 

certain ends, how are tlie ends themselves to be appraised? It is 
Dewey's contention that “ends are appraised in the same evaluations 
in which things as means are weighed” (K, 24) ; for "the object 
finally valued as an end to be reached is determined in its concrete 
make-up by appraisal of existing conditions as means” (K, 26). 
As Dewey sees it the situation is this ; Desire and its object and the 
value-property ascribed to the latter arise "only when 'there is 
something the matter/ when there is some 'trouble' in an existing 
situation.” "When analyzed, this ‘something the matter’ is found to 
spring from the fact that there is something lacking, wanting, in the 
existing situation as it stands, an absence which produces conflict in 
the elements that do exist. When things are going completely 
smoothly, desires do not arise, and there is no occasion to project 
ends-in-view, for ‘going smoothly' signifies that there is no need for 
effort or struggle. It suffices to let things talce their 'natural' course. 
There is no occasion to investigate what it wotdd be better to have 
happen in the future, and hence no projection of an end-object” 
(K, 33). 

From the quotation just given it is clear that, as far as Dewey 
is concerned, "the end-in-view is formed and projected as that 
which, if acted upon, will supply the existing need or lack and resolve 
the existing conflict” (K, 34). "It follows from this that the dif- 
ference in different desh-es and their correlative ends-in-view 
depends upon two things. The first is the adequacy with whicli 
inquiry into the lacks and conflicts of the existing situation has 
been carried on. The second is the adequacy of the inquiry into the 
likelihood that tlie particular end-in-view which is set up will, if 
acted upon, actually fill the existing need, satisfy the requirements 
constituted by what is needed, and do away with conflict by directing 
activity so as to institute a unified state of affairs” (K, 34-35). 

' Dewey thus makes it abundantly clear that in his opinion "things 
can be antidpated or foreseen ns ends or outcomes only in terms 
of the conditions by whicli they are brought Into existence”; and 
that it is "impossible to have an end-in-view or to anticipate the 
consequences of any proposed line of action save upon the basis of 
some, however slight, consideration of the means by which it can 
be brought into existence” (K, 35). Hence "propositions in which 
things (acts and materials) are appraised as means enter necessarily 
into desires and interests that determine end-values” (K, 35). 

And value is find only in the sense that it represents the con- 
clusion of a process of analytical appraisals of conditions operating 
in a concrete case, the conditions induding impulses and dedres on 
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one aide and external conditions on the other (K, 45). “The 
quality or property of value that is correlated with the last desire 
formed in the process of valuation is, tautologically, ultimate for 
that particular situation’* (K, 45) but it does not possess die 
"quality of finality” in any ultimate sense. 

According to Dewey “the ‘value’ of different ends that suggest 
themselves is estimated or measured by the capacity they exhibit to 
guide action in making good, in its literal sense, existing 

lacks” (K, 46). No reference to an ultimate value is involved. 
“Ends-in-view are appraised or valued as good or bad on the ground 
of their serviceability in the direction of behavior dealing with states 
of affairs found to be objectionable because of some lack or conflict 
in them. They are appraised as fit or unfit, proper or improper, 
right or wrong, on the ground of their requiredness in accomplishing 
this end” (K, 47). 

Value propositions stating appraisals of this kind Dewey regards 
as “empirically verifiable” (K, 58). “The ability to form valid 
propositions about the relation of present desires and purposes to 
future consequences depends in turn upon the ability to analyze these 
present desires and purposes into their constituent elements” 
(K, 59). And thus the theory of valuation is integrated with the 
general theory of knowledge and finds substantially the same inter> 
pretation in Dewey’s philosophy. Whether or not this theory of 
valuation is adequate is a different question; for it can readily be 
shown that, ordinarily, in an analysis of a “troubled” situation 
certain value assumptions are implicitly made and that these assump> 
tions rather than anything else determine the selection of an end-in- 
view. Thus, if in a concrete situation the end-in-view is to preserve 
life by removing a cancerous growth, the assumption is that life is 
worth preserving. If this is challenged, some other assumption is 
made to justify the earlier one, and so on and on. It thus seems that 
at least one value assumption most be made which is accepted as 
ultimate. Without such an assumption the whole process of valua- 
tion is without anchorage and never transcends an appraisal of 
means. 




EPILOGUE 




Chapter 21 

CURRENT TENDENCIES 

1. Logical Empiricism 

As we look back upon that part of the history of philosophy in 
America which has been discussed in the preceding chapters, we 
discern two bi'oad and divergent lines of development One starts 
from the premises of nineteenth-century idealism, is essentially 
religious and moral in orientation, and culminates in the metaphysics 
of Hocking and in the several versions of contemporary personalism. 
The other starts as a reaction to nineteenth-century idealism, is 
essentially empirical and naturalistic in orientation, is concerned with 
science and its problems rather than witli religion, and culminates 
at present in pragmatism and in a fusion of various empiricistic 
tendencies somewhat loosely referred to as logical empiricism or 
positivism. Whether tliese divergeirt lines of development can ever 
be fused into one movement, or whether they bespe^ irreconcilable 
differences in philosophic “temperament,** must remain an open 
question. For the moment, however, the empiricistic line of 
development dominates the scene. 

Pragmatism and realism initiated the empiricistic movement in 
America and gave impetus and direction to its development. When, 
shortly after 1930, tlie logical positivism of the Viennese Circle was 
transplanted to America, the soil was well prepared to receive it, and 
the intellectual atmosphere was such that, as a result of quick cross- 
fertilization, empiricism in America grew with special vigor. 

As announced in an early publication,^ die members of the Vien- 
nese Circle set themselves a twofold goal: (1) to provide a secure 
foundation for the sciences; (2) to demonstrate the meaninglessness 
of all metapliysics. They hoped to accomplish their task through 
the logical analysis of tUI concepts and propositions; for such an 
analysis, they felt sure, would disclose tlie exclusively empirical 
reference of all propositions having existential import. 

Logical positivism, as thus conceived, combines within itself the 
empiricism of the nineteenth century and die methods of logical 
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analysis developed since that time. Many of its basic contentions 
derive from Hume. Affinities with Kant’s critical philosophy are 
undeniable. The specific logical technique, however, which is the 
most distinctive characteristic of logical positivism, stems from 
Principia Malhematica and from Wittgenstein’s Traciotus Loffico~ 
Philosophicits. It embodies the logical theories of Frege and Russell, 
and Wittgenstein’s aim of disclosing the rules of an exact language. 

Logical positivism itself, however, very early disclosed divergent 
tendencies and required frequent readjustments and reformulations. 
Wittgenstein, for example, attempted to establish a relationship 
between language and reality which would disclose all metaphysical 
propositions or concepts as meaningless. The totality of significant 
assertions, he contended, is related to die totality of objectives of 
these assertions — ^which is the world. Since, in Wittgenstein’s 
terminology, the objectives of significant assertions are "facts,” it 
follows that facts are what makes propositions true. Stated con- 
versely, propositions assert the existence or nonexistence of facts. 
“Facts” are thus fundamental and indefinable. The “world” is the 
totality of independent atomic facts. 

Since facts are what makes propositions true, Wittgenstein holds, 
propositions are true when they are in agreement with facts; they 
are false when they are in disagreement witlt facts. The agp'eement 
or disagreement involved is one of pictorial relations. A true propo- 
sition is a picture of the fact it asserts. Tliat which makes this 
pictorial relation possible is the community of structure between 
proposition and fact. How tins can be is perhaps best understood 
when we remember that the proposition, when asserted, is itself a 
fact. Hence, when a proposition is used to picture a fact, this means 
tliat there exists a format identity of structure between one fact (tlie 
proposition) and another fact (the fact asserted by the proposition). 
Sudi, at least, is the case whenever we deal with elementary 
propositions, 

An elementary proposition is true if the fact asserted is as the 
proposition pictures it to be. An elementary proposition is false if the 
fact is other than it is pictured. Sucli a doctrine can be maintained 
only if all elementary propositions deal exclusively with empirical 
reality, and if all sentences about the nonempirical are regarded 
as nonsense. However, not all propositions are elementary; and, 
according to Wittgenstein’s doctrine, these nonclementary proposi- 
tions are significant only if they are truth-functions of elementary 
propositions. 

It is obvious that Wittgenstein's thesis concerning elementary 
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propositions assumes the existence of logical simples and of atomic 
facts. It assumes, in other words, that the “world” is the totality of 
existent atomic facts, and that language is ultimately composed of 
simple, univocal, and immediate pictures of these facts. Only on 
this basis can Wittgenstein maintain that the meaning of propositions 
is wholly determined by empirical facts. The existence of atomic 
facts, however, cannot be demonstrated through the logical analysis 
of language and thus remains a “metaphysical” presupposition of 
Wittgenstein’s doctrine which a strict empiricism cannot tolerate. 

A second phase of Wittgenstein’s work is concerned with the 
propositions of logic — with propositions, that is, which do not 
express anything but are merely formulae indicating admissible 
transformations of propositions within a language. It is Wittgen- 
stein’s great achievement to have seen that all such propositions of 
logic are tautologies, and that proof in logic consists in reducing 
complex tautologies where the reasoning is not clear to simple 
tautologies where it is clear. Tlie matrix procedure developed by 
Wittgenstein not only illucidates die real nature of the laws of logic 
but also puts an end to all deductive metaphysics; for it is now dear 
tliat whatever can be establislied by purely logical means is but a 
tautological transformation of propositions accepted on nonlogical 
grounds, and that no proposition of pure logic has existential import. 

The case against metaphysics, as stated by early logical positivists 
(Schlick, Carnap, Wittgenstein, and Phillipp Frank), is this: The 
meaning of a proposition is its verification, i.e,, the fact on which 
its verification depends. The trutli of nondementary propositions 
depends on the truth-values of the elementary propositions from 
which they are derived. Elementary propositions are true when 
tiiey picture facts as they are. True elementary propositions exist. 
Ther^re the atomic facts which render them true also exist. Any 
given series of signs, allegedly the expression of a proposition, has 
meaning if it can be reduced to elementary propositions by tauto- 
logical transformations or other devices of logical syntax. No 
so-called metaphysical propositions can be so reduced; metaphysical 
propositions, therefore, are nonverifiable. They are pseudopropo- 
sitions and, as sudi, are meaningless.^ 

sc/. WUtffenstein, L., T^getatw Logieo-PhOasop'Meus, 1922; Der Wiauer Krats: 
WitMugebaftUeha Weliiatifassmg, 1929; Cemap, Rq "Ueberwindung der Metaphyalk 
durch logtflche Analyse der Sprache,” Brkenn^nis, IX (1931) ; Blumbergi A. E*, and 
Feigli H.| “Logical Fosttivfam ; A New Movement in European Philosophy/* Jtntrfial of 
Philosophy, XXVtXI (1931) Otnabuvgi E, B., **Oii the Logical Foaltlvism of the 
Viennese Circlcj” Jpumol of Philosophy, XXIX (1933) ; Schlick, M,, "The Future of 
Philosophy," College of ihe PaciHe^ PnbUcallons Philosophy, 1932j Schlick, M., "A 
New Philosophy of Experience," ibid, 
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The crucial difficulties of this early version of logical positivism, 
in so far at least as positivism followed Wittgenstein's lead, soon 
became apparent. The elimination of metaphysics, as envisaged by 
the positivists, depends upon the assertion that the meaning of 
elementary propositions is univocally and immediately determined 
by the atomic facts. Yet Wittgenstein’s attempt to demonstrate, 
through an analysis of language, that sucli atomic facts exist was 
bound to fail; for such existence does not follow from any assump- 
tions made about language. The assertion of the existence of 
atomic facts remains a metaphysical dogma. However, in so far as 
the logical positivists followed Wittgenstein in his interpretation of 
language, they could not give up this dogma without destroying 
positivism itself. On the other hand, they could become radically 
empirical only by abandoning their metaphysical presupposition. 

When this impasse was reached, Carnap, achieving a reformula- 
tion of the basic thesis involved, suggested a way out.^ In Carnap’s 
“logical construction of the world” no realm of atomic facts is 
assumed. Although elementary experiences provide the basis for 
the system of concepts, they are not regarded as absolutely simple 
but are taken to be the unanalyzed “given” which is the point of 
departure for the construction of a system of concepts descriptive of 
tlie world. Wittgenstein’s logical absolutism has now been aban- 
doned. As Carnap himself put it, the “given” are “the experiences 
theniseives in their totality and closed unity. Tlieir ingredients 
down to the final elements are to be derived from these experiences 
by establishing relations and comparisons among them; in short, 
the ingredients of experience are to be derived from experience by 
abstraction. Tliis abstraction is, at least in its simpler stages, already 
achieved in prescientific thought or by intuitive means, so that we 
are accustomed to spealc of a visual observation and a simultaneous 
aural observation as if they were two different ingredients of 
experience. The facility with which such analysis is accomplished 
drould not conceal the fact that abstraction is already involved in 
the procedure; a fortiori this applies to elements to which attention 
is first drawn by scientific analysis.”* 

Then follows the crucial statement: “If the elementary experiences 
are selected as the primitive elements, it is not assumed thereby that 
the stream of experience is composed of discrete elements. On the 
contrary, it is presupposed only that assertions can be made about 

8 Carnap, R., Dcf I^gf^ehe Aufbau der JVeiij 1928. 

4 92. Translation of this and the followlntr passage by Julius F. Weinberg. See 

Weinbergs book, An Bjiraminatton of Logkol 1936, 211»212. 
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certain parts of the stream of experience to the effect that one such 
place stands in a definite relation to another, etc. ; hovrever, it is not 
assumed that the stream can be univocally divided into such places 

Wliat is analyzed, according to Carnap, is not some irreducible 
ingredients of experience but objects of perception whidi have these 
ingredients or characteristics ; and even the objects are not assumed 
to be reducible to their constituent parts. The analysis is but a quasi 
analysis in the course of which classes and relations among ^sic 
elements are established on the basis of inherent similarities. Each 
group of similar elements is treated as if it were an ingredient — 
when actually it is but a quasi ingredient. Tables as objects of experi' 
ence can tlien be regarded as constructed from classes of elementary 
experiences rather than from discrete sense data; and “the whole 
system of objects and events of the world is a system of logical con* 
structions which are quasi objects and quasi events.”* 

Hie advance in logical positivism is now apparent. It was Witt- 
genstein's thesis that tlie ultimate referents of language are the 
empirical atomic facts ; that elementary propositions represent these 
facts pictorially and by virtue of a formal identity of structure of 
proposition and fact; that all other empirical propositions are truth- 
functions of the elementary propositions. The difficulty with this 
thesis was that its logical absolutism was tied to a metaphysical 
presupposition, the truth of which could not be demonstrated, and 
that it necessitated a distortion of some of the propositions of the 
natural sciences in order to make them fit into the prescribed 
scheme, and an abandonment of others as being meaningless and 
'‘metaphysical.** 

Carnap discarded Wittgenstein’s metaphysical atomism as being 
without proof, and dispensed with the distinction between discourse 
and reality, implied in that atomism, and accepted instead a purely 
discursive theory of truth and meaning. This made it possible for 
Carnap to develop a logical syntax of language containing those 
unlimited operators which are indispensable for the formulation of 
scientific laws and which were excluded from scientific language by 
Wittgenstein’s atomism. Carnap’s schematism, furthermore, fur- 
nished the syntactical means of translating sentences formulated 
in one language into sentences of some oth^ language. There was 
one problem, however, which this restriction to linguistic analysis 
did not solve — ^the problem, namely, of how to avoid the extreme 
empiricism of a methodological solipsism which prevented positivists 
from giving a satisfactory account of scientific objectivity and of the 

0 Welnbers, op. e4t,, 213. 
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importance of experimentation. For the solution of this problem 
a new thesis — the thesis of radical pliysicalism — had to be introduced. 

Accoi'ding to this new thesis of positivism/ ail sentences, except 
those of pure syntax and pure logic, can be translated into a uni- 
versal language which is in all essentials the language of physics. 
The theory of pliysicalism thus depends partly on specific syntactical 
interpretations and partly on empirical considerations. 

In developing his version of physicalism, Carnap distinguished 
between an object-language and a syntax-language. The former is 
the language of the natural sciences and is concerned with objects or 
things; the latter is a formalized language and is concerned with the 
structure and constituency of the object-language itself. All cliar- 
acteristics of the empirical world can be expressed in the object- 
language ; and since all constituent parts of the object-language find 
recognition and expression in the syntax-language, it is no longer 
necessary in linguistic analysis to differentiate between discourse 
and empirical reality. The only significant distinction is that between 
the material mode of speaking (which pertains to objects and facts) 
and the formal mode of speaking (which pertains to terms, expres- 
sions, sentences). One serious flaw, however, remains in this 
hierarclry of languages : the test of atomic sentences, which is crucial 
for the truth-value of the whole scheme, cannot be expressed in die 
formal mode. At this point it became necessary to examine critically 
the thesis of pliysicalism itself. 

The language of physics, it may be remembered, had been 
regarded as a universal language because every significant empirical 
sentence can be translated into it. But the physical language itself is 
characterized by the fact that sentences of the simplest form ascribe 
definite values of coefficients of physical states to specific sets of 
coordinates; and it is the status of these sentences of the simplest 
form, i.e., of the so-called protocol sentences, which is now in 
question. To put it odierwlse, underlying even the language of 
physics is a protocol language which consists of all sentences stated 
by an individual as an account of his personal experience. From the 
protocol reports of individuals, the intersubjectively valid sentences 
of a system of science are derived in a circuitous but determinable 
manner; and only these intersubjectively valid sentences are the 
true sentences of the language of physics, 

T Cf. Catnap. R., "Dte phyalkatiaclia Sptaeha aU UntversaUprache der WiaaenaeluLft,’' 
JSrkMittnU, II (1931) i Caniap, R., "UetMr FrotokoHaaetse,’' ibid,, III (1932) ; Carnap, 
R., Logiiche Syntax der Sprache, 1934 (English cd., 1937) ; Ncurathi O., “Soziologie 
iiii Physlkalismua/* Brkenntnis, 11 (1931) ; Neurathi O*, *'Frotoko1l8aetze/' ibid,, III 
(1932) \ Neurath, 0„ ''Radikaler Physikaliamua und *Wirkllche Wdt/ " ibid,, IV 
(1934). 
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It was Carnap’s contention that “the simplest sentences of a proto- 
col language are tliose which are the basis of the verifications of all 
more complicated sentences” ; and it was his further contention that 
“the simplest sentences of the protocol language are related to the 
given” ; that “they describe the immediate content of experience or 
phenomena.”® Sentences such as, “Here red, there green,” illustrate 
the kind of sentences comprising the protocol language. 

However, Otto Neurath and Bertrand Russell could show that 
no intersub jectively valid and, therefore, physical language could be 
developed on the basis of Carnap’s conception of protocol sentences.® 
They maintained that protocol sentences, far from stating simply 
some such fact as “here blue now,” must be of the form, “S, a 
particular observer, states, that, at a specified place and time, he 
sees blue.” That is to say, protocols must indicate whose protocols 
thq? are. According to Carnap’s original thesis, each subject simply 
takes his own protocol as a starting point. If there is no further 
identification of the subject, then confusion will arise from the fact 
that two protocol sentences may be identical, when actually they 
refer to entirely different situations. But if specific reference is 
made to the subject, i.e., if the protocol sentences are of the form, 
“S says ‘D,’ ” the sollpsistic point of departure has not really been 
transcended. A physical language may be developed on this basis, 
but an intersubjective language cannot be so derived. 

On the constructive side Neurath has pointed out that the 
criterion of truth for positivism (the Wittgenstein tradition) is 
correspondence of propositions with facts, for physicalism it is a 
method of comparing sentences vnth sentences — a method which 
discards all “basic sentences” requiring no “proving,” In Neurath’s 
own words : “Sentences are to be compared with sentences, not with 
‘experience,’ nor with a ‘world,’ nor with anything else. All these 
senseless duplications bdong to a more or less refined metaphysics 
and are dierefore to be rejected. Every new sentence is confronted 
with the totality of sentences which are present and which have been 
brought into agreement. Then a sentence is called correct^® if it can 
be brought into the system. Whatever cannot be brought into the 
system is rejected as incorrect. But instead o€ rejecting the new 
sentences we can also, wherever we find it generally difficult to make a 
decision, alter the whole system of sentences until the new sentences 
can be included. Within the unified science these are significant 


& Carnap, "Die physlkaUsche Spracihe,** op, rf*., 432-465. 

® Neuratbi 0.i “Soxlplogie fm PhysikaHamus/* op, cit„ 11 , 392-405. 

10 Note the change from 'true* to 'correct,' ond from 'false' to 'incorrect.' 
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methods of transformation. . , . The progress of the sciences consists 
of the fact that sentences which were used in a certain period of time 
fall into disuse later, and are fretiuently replaced by otliers. Fre- 
quently their forms remain the same but die definitions are altered. 
Every law and every physicalistic sentence of tlie unified science or 
one of its branches can undergo such alteration. This obtains like- 
wise for every protocol sentence, In the unified science we endeavor 
to create a self-consistent system of protocol sentences and non- 
protocol sentences (including laws). If a new sentence is presented 
to us we compare it with the system with which we are concerned 
and which we control in order to see whether the new sentence 
stands in contradiction with the system or not, If tlie new sentence 
stands in contradiction to the system, we can cancel it as inapplicable 
. . , , or we can accept it and tlien alter the system so that it remains 
self-consistent when the new sentence is included. The sentence is 
tlien called ‘true.’ For Neurath, being 'true’ thus means “being 
consistent with an accepted sentential system,’’ and being 'false’ 
means “being inconsistent with the .system’’ — “consistency” being 
interpreted as meaning not mci'ely “being a consequence of axioms” 
but also “not contradicting the axioms without being a consequence 
of them.” Contradictions must be eliminated either by altering die 
axioms or by altering or rejecting certain protocol sentences. The 
decision in eadi case is to be guided by a desire for die most 
comprehensive and coherent system possible under the circumstances, 

In criticism of this view Karl Popper has pointed oiit“ f q,) that 
the elimination of basic sentences which require no verification is a 
great advance beyond Wittgenstein’s original position, and (b) 
that unless die decision to accept or reject a given proposition is 
restricted by metliodological procedures, the position developed by 
Neurath has lost its empirical basis and opens the door wide to any 
form of dogmatism and arbitrariness. 

In the meantime, however, another phase of logical positivism 
was undergoing a significant change. Moritz S'chlick had maintained 
that “a proposition has meaning only in as far as it can be verified” 
and Blumberg and Feig], re-echoing this thesis, had explicitly stated 
that whenever veriBcation is impossible “the proposition is meaning- 
less.”^* In America a view similar to this had already been express^ 
by Bridgman, who asserted that tlie “concept is synonymous with 


MNettroth, "ProtokollsaetM,” 308. 

lajpoppet, K., Logih der Fonehtiug, 1935, 53-55. 

is ScliUok, M„ "PosltlviamuB und Roallamw,” Brk0fmints, III (1932), 10. 

14 BlumbeiK and Velgl, dt., 896, 
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the corresponding set of operations.”“ AiUiough Blumberg and 
Boas modified Bridgman’s thesis in some respects,^** they were in 
substantial agreement with leading representatives of flie Viennese 
Circle that only assertions whose verification is theoretically as well 
as practically impossible are meaningless.” A first essential contact 
with American thinking had been established. 

Further investigation revealed that the whole question of verifica- 
tion needed clarification. So long as the positivists insisted either 
upon actual verification or upon complete verifiability in principle as 
a criterion of meaning, their thesis imposed undue restrictions 
upon the natural sciences; and in this respect even Bridgman’s 
theory offered no way out. 

A step forward was taken, however, when Carnap“ and Ayer*® 
could show that tlie basic thesis of logical positivism requires only 
that empirical propositions be at least ’’incompletely verifiable” or 
“confirmable.” What this amounts to is tlmt propositions are to be 
accepted if there is confirming evidence and if they are controllable 
in terms of further evidence. 

It was at this stage in the development of positivism tliat Charles 
W. Morris, approaching the whole issue under discussion from the 
point of view of what he called scientific empiricism,®® saw that 
“formalism, empiricism, and pragmatism are simply emphases upon 
one or another of the three dimensions of meaning, that while 
neither is die whde story each is an important part, and that the 
three are complementary in the same way that theory, observation, 
and experimentation are integrated in scientific method.’*®* Morris 
became convinced that the current positivisms were “rounding them- 
selves out into a scientific empiricism which by doing justice to the 
three dimensions of meaning is able to unite tiie attitudes of formal- 
ism, pragmatism, and traditional empiricism, and at the same time to 
give promise of resolving the inadequacies whidi have beset previous 
forms of empiricism.”®® Viewed in this light the complex of ideas 
and principles loosely referred to as logical positivism did indeed 

m Bridgmeti, P. W., Th» Logie of Modem Phyeice, 1927, S.- 
U Blnmbere, A, E., and Boat, G., “Some Remarks in Defense of the Operational 
Theory of Meaning," fotimal of PMlotopby, XXVIII (1931). 

ir Cf, Carnap, R., SeholuprMeme itt der PMIoeophie, 1928, 29; Scbllek, “FosiUvls- 
miia," op, eit„ 8 s Blumberg and Felgl, op, eih 296, 

18 Carnap, R., “TestabiliUr and Meaning," Philosophy of Spence, III (1936) ; IV 
(1937). 

10 Ayer, A. J., Laogmgo, TVath and Logie, 1936; Ayer, A, 'The Frineiplea of 
Verifiability," Mind, XLV (1936). 

00 Morris, Cb. W„ Logieat PesitMsm, Pragmatism, end SeiMtUie Smpiricism, Sx- 
poais de Pbllosophle ^entlfiqtte, I, Paris, 1937. 
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seem an advanced phase, if not an actual completion, of the empire 
cistic and pragmatistic tendencies in American thinking and was 
correspondingly welcomed with open arms by die younger generation 
of philosophers in America, 

A critical clarification of the basic ideas is still the central issue 
of a large number of the articles and reviews published in our philo- 
sophical journals.** But as logical jiositivists — or logical empiricists, 
as they now prefer to call themselves — ^view their present position, 
it is, briefly stated, this: (1) Logical empiricists approach the 
problem of meaning via a logical analysis of language, repudiating 
the earlier and more psycliologicaliy oriented positions of positivism, 
empiricism, and pragmatism. (2) Tliey assert that in all complete 
definitions of empirical terms "there is a terminal ostensive step as an 
indispensable ingredient”®* (3) They maintain that a sentence is 
"factually meaningful” only if it is possible in principle to recognize 
sucli states of affairs as would either confirm or disconfirm the 
sentence. (4) They accept thus an epistemology which stresses, not 
the origin and psychological development of knowledge, but its 


SiRThc following rcfercttcca are UUistrntive rather than exhaustive; Cunningham, 
G, W,, ^’Meaning, Reference, ami Significance,'* PhUosophical RfivinVt XLVII (1938); 
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anologieal Research, IV (1943) ; Dalkey, M., "The Limita of Meaning,** IV 
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Philosoplty, XXXllI (1936) ; Gomperf, H,, "The Meanings of ^Meaning,*'" Philosophy 
of Vltl (1941) ; Hall, E. W., "The Extra-Linguistic Reference of Language," 
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logical structure and empirical validation. (S) They point out that 
in all formal (mathematical) knowledge truth consists exclusively 
in conformance with the syntactical definitions, postulates, and rules 
of the system, whereas in empirical knowledge trutli means accord- 
ance with empirical definitions and semantical rules. (6) They 
contend that the conception of a theory as a postulational system 
leads to a clarification of the relation between the assumptions of 
the theory and the observational data, that the assumptions remain 
always subject to revision, and that the ^'necessity” which the facts 
have when explained by a' theory lies neither in the assumptions nor 
in the facta tliemselves but in the relation of logical implication which 
holds between the assumptions of the theory and the laws descriptive 
of the facts. Finally, (7) the logical' enq)iricists repudiate every 
form of deductive, dialectical, or transcendental metaphysics and 
consider their own position as a synthesis of the valid elements in 
experimentalism and naturalism. 

Whether or not such a position is tenable and adequate for the 
analysis of all philosophiccdly significant problems remains to be 
seen. 


2. Naturalism 

It has just been pointed out that the logical empiricists consider 
their own position as a synthesis of the valid elements in experi- 
mentalism and naturalism. As far as experimentalism is' concerned, 
it suffices at this point to remind ourselves that the term refers 
primarily to pragmatism in general and to Dewey's form of prag- 
matism in particular. So far as naturalism is involved, a bri^ his- 
torical summary may be in order; for, in America, naturalism is a 
late product of philosophical reflection. 

As is evident from the preceding chapters, American phibsophy 
has been for the most part idealistic and theological in orientation. 
That is to say, it has been the very opposite of naturalistic. The 
roots of American reflective thinking reach back to the religious 
fervor which inspired the Pilgrim Fathers, The deistic interlude, 
despite =its radicalism with' respect to organized Christianity, can 
hardly be regarded as a serious threat to the early tradition of 
Americtm “philosophy.” Of the outstanding thinkers of the nine- 
tetoth century,’ Emerson, Howison,' Bowne, and Royce were reli- 
giously Oriented and -developed their systems within the framework 
of an idealistic tradition. Even die impact of Darwinism did not 
fundamentally chan^ the picture. Bascom and John Fiske>showed 
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how the new theory could be reconciled witli an old tradition. Modi- 
fications and readjustments were required> to be sure; but the essence 
of the idealistic-tlteological view of tlie world was preserved. 

Nevertlicless, during the second half of the nineteenth century 
tl\e ground was being prepared for a new naturalistic orientation in 
philosopliy. Two developimnts brought tliis about. On tlie one hand, 
the victory of the North in tlie War of Secession led to an industrial 
development of the American continent which was so rapid and so 
far-reaching that it soon transformed the whole social texture of the 
nation. From 1860 to 1900, fourteen million European immigrants 
were added to an already growing population, The frontier was 
vanishing rapidly and an increasing urbanization concentrated great 
masses of people in the industrial centers. Great fortunes were being 
amassed and the "Gospel of Wealth'* made possible a compromise 
between tlie moral idealism of traditional religion and the rutliless 
competitive materialism of the new industrial age. Tlie bad taste of 
the Gilded Age, the graft and scandals of the closing decades of 
the nineteenth century, and the acceptance of tlie “almighty dollar” 
as tlie standard of values, together with a blind faith in “Progress,” 
revealed a materialism in social practice which was in flagrant 
contradiction to the idealism of the philosophers of the time. 

On the other hand, American universities and colleges were soon 
lavislily endowed. Secular influences began to outweigh clerical 
control, -and the study of the natural sciences replaced tlieological 
interests. The American industrial revolution following the War of 
Secession was possible not only because of tlie immense natural 
resources available to a young and vigorous nation but also because 
of American inventiveness and vision. But during tlie closing 
decades of the nineteenth century European-educated scientists in 
university laboratories iramed a new generation of skilled investi- 
gators in the theories and die painstaking nietliods of basic natural 
science. By 1900 this meticulous work had its repercussions in 
philosophical thinking. American realism and Dewey's instrumental- 
ism have here th«r roots, From 1900 on, philosophical idealism 
was on the defensive in America. From that time to this, philo- 
sophical inquiries and debates have been carried on in terms and 
settiiigs not determined by an idealistic-theological tradition. Prom 
that time to this, naturalistic tendencies have grown strong in 
' American philosophy — so strong, in fact, that in the 1930’s natur 
ralism replaced , idealism as the predominant trend in American 
philosophical thinking. 

Of the idealistic systems, personalism seems to be the most widely 
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accepted today. Its champions are most active and show the greatest 
philosophical acumen, It is a concentrated effort to reconcile modern 
science with traditional Protestant theology ; but its terminology, too, 
is no longer that of the main stream of American philosophical 
thought. 

However, naturalism itself is by no means a unified doctrine. In 
1935 Randall wrote: “Our modern naturalistic philosophies are as 
yet programs rather than achievements”;*® and tlris judgment is 
still substantially true — as any reader of Naturalism and the Human 
Spirit^ will soon discover. There is, however, a broad tendency 
which, despite all variation in detail, can justly be called naturalistic. 

Tills tendency has received great impetus from American realism 
in botli of its forms, and is at present receiving renewed impetus 
from logical empiricism. The first major system of this naturalism 
is embodied in Santayana’s five-volume work. The Life of Reason 
(1905-6). Its second embodiment is the thought-world of John 
Dewey. Its third and perhaps most systematic development is the 
"evolutionary naturalism" or "physical realism” of Roy Wood 
Sellars. Since all three of these positions have already been discussed 
in some detail, it is needless to discuss them further. 

There are, of course, other men who have greatly contributed to 
the naturalistic trend in American philosophy — men such as M. R. 
Cohen,®’ C. I. Lewis,*® W. P. Montague,*® J. P. Pratt,*® and in some 
respects more important than these, F. J. E. Woodbridge ;®^ but 
beyond the influence of scientific method the distinctive trends in 
American naturalism stem from the work of Satltayana, Dewey, 
and Sellars. 

In its epistemological and methodological aspects, naturalism 
feels keenly its kinship with the sciences,' As Miss Lavine puts it:** 
"The naturalistic principle may be stated as the resolution to pursue 
inquiry into any set of phenomena by means of methods which 
administer the checks of intelligent experiential verification in accord- 
ance with die contemporary criteria of objectivity. The significance 
of this principle does not lie in the advocacy of empirical method, 

aa Randallf J. H., Jr.. *^Historical NatitrallBm," in American Philosophy Today and 
TomofYono, H. M. and Sidney Hook^ editors, 42S* 
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but in the conception of the regions where that method is to be 
employed. Tliat scientific analysis must not be restricted in any 
quarter, that its extension to any held, to any special set of phe- 
nomena, must not be curtailed — ^this is the nerve of the naturalistic 
principle. ‘Continuity* of analysis can thus mean only that all 
analysis must be scientific analysis.” 

William R. Dennes expresses the same point of view, perhaps 
even more forcefully, when he says :®® "There is for naturalism no 
knowle^ except that of tlie type ordinarily called ‘scientific.’ But 
such knowledge cannot be said to be restricted by its method to any 
limited field of subject matter — to the exclusion, let us say, of the 
processes called ‘history’ and the ‘fine arta’ For whether a question 
is about forces 'within the atom,* or about the distribution of galaxies, 
or about the qualities and pattern of sound called Beethoven’s Second 
Raamowski Qmrtette and the joy some men have found in them— 
in any case there ia no serious way to approach controlled hypotheses 
as to what the answers sliould be except by inspection of the relevant 
evidence and by inductive inference from it" 

In its ontological or metaphysical aspects, naturalism is, of 
course, a fervent protest against anything "supernatural’’ or 
‘‘transcendental.’’ It holds that everything encountered in man’s 
experience has some "natural status” in Nature — where "Nature” 
is understood as an all-inclusive category, “corresponding to the 
role played by ‘Being’ in Greek thought, or by ‘Reality’ for the 
idealists.”** 

Naturalism, however, stands in protest not only against all forms 
of "supernaturalism," applying a method derived from die sciences 
in all fields of human endeavor, it also stands in opposition to all 
types of reductionist thinking, regarding life, mind, and the realm 
of values, each at its own levels as integral parts of Nature itsdf. The 
world is thus accepted as what it manifestly is. It is accepted "in 
all its manifold variety, with all its distinctive kinds of activity.”*' 
As Santayana demonstrated in The Life of Reason.' Everything 
ideal has' a natural basis, and everything natural has an ideal ful- 
fillment. And as R. W. Sellars could show, physical reality itself 
may be so defined that it talces on creative aspects and value 
significance; •. 

Pratt readily admits that "when we have put life and mind into 
Nature; the concept of Nature is significantly enlarged”;** but wc 

As Dennei, W. R., "The CateBorlei of Haturoltom" fhU., 389. 

' MRondoll, J. H., Jr., "EpUogue: The Nature of Natureliem," ibid,, 3S9. 

ee}Md„36t, AO Pratt, j. B., Nafuraifiin, 141. 
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must realize that "according to Naturalism, there is a very real 
continuity and family likeness between man and his Mother Nature,” 
and that “he characterizes her as much as she characterizes him.”” 
If this is admitted, then, Pratt contends, "it is hard to turn one’s 
back upon the obvious suggestion that in the great organic whole, 
which Nature is, purpose is also at work; that in the Cosmos 
as a whole, as well as in our little lives, purpose is at least one of 
the dominating influences."** As Pratt sees it, it is "perfectly con- 
sistent with a very reai Naturalism to take into serious consideration 
the hypothesis that the Cosmos as a whole is permeated with imma- 
nent purpose, that it is a teleological and, therefore, a spiritual 
organism.”*® 

Other Naturalists do not necessarily share Pratt’s point of view. 
Although in view of the all-inclusive meaning of the term "nature” 
the difference between Pratt’s "spiritual" interpretation and Sellars’s 
“physicalistic” conception may ultimately be only verbal. Whether 
or not the naturalism of Hook and Nagel can ultimately be recon- 
ciled wMi the metaphysical views of Pratt or Sdlars is an entirdy 
different question. But if modem naturalism is characterized by its 
aim, its method, and its resulting system, and if the system is less 
fundamental than its method or aim, then differences in actual or 
projected systems are of secondary importance; and it remains true 
of all naturalistic thinkers that tliey attempt to And out, by all the 
resources of empirical fact and unprejudiced logic, the tru^ of the 
world we live in. They differ in their conception of what empirical 
methods have so far revealed. 

But if the' empirical methods of naturalism are strictly identified 
with scientific methods, then one wonders if philosophy does not 
disappear as an. independent discipline and become an appendage to 
science itself- — an "inductive" metaphysics — speculative conjectures 
on the fringe of established scientific knowledge. For such a develop- 
ment logical empiricism, with its new approacli, its recognition of 
distinctly philosophical problems, and its analysis of scientific 
method itself, would be the proper antidote. 


3. Humanism 

In their antimetaphysical' and antistipernatural positions, logical 
empiricists and naturalists, are joined by a group of thinkers who 
speak of themselves as humanists, Although the term "humanism” 
is old and venerable — signifying, among other points of view, the 

*1 Ibid., U2. ■ M/Wrf. bilbid. 
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-world view of Erasmus of Rotterdam — ^modern American humanism 
received its initial impetus from the -works of F. C. S. Schiller; and 
tliis despite the fact that in later years Schiller himself restricted the 
meaning of the term to his own particular tlrcory of knowledge, 
Dewey’s influence is also unmistakable; and so is that of William 
James.*® 

Bitt humanism in America has taken a “literary,” a "religious,” and 
a "scicJitific” form. "Literary hiiinanism,” as represented by Irving 
Babbitt,** Paul Elmer More,** Norman Foerster,*® and others,** does 
not concern us here. "Religious humanism” has found its most repre- 
sentative formulation in "A Humanist Manifesto” published in the 
May-June, 1933, issue of jTAc New Humanist. The fifteen theses 
of this "Manifesto” are, briefly; (1) "Religious humanists regard the 
universe as self-existing and not created”; (2) they believe that 
"man is a part of nature and that he has emerged as the result of a 
continuous process”; (3) they accept "an organic view of life” and 
reject "the traditional dualism of mind and body” ; (4) they recog- 
nize tliat "man’s religious ailture and civilization” are "the product 
of a gradual development due to his interaction with his natural 
environment and with his social heritage”; (5) tliey assert that "the 
nature of the tmiverse depicted by modern science makes unacceptable 
any supeimatural or cosmic guarantees of human values” ; (6) they 
are convinced that "the time has passed for theism, deism, and 
modernism”; (7) for they believe that “religion consists of those 
actions, purposes, and experiences which are humanly significant” 
so tliat "the distinction between tlie sacred and the secular can no 
longer be maintained”;. (8) tliey consider "the complete realization 
of human personality to be the end of man’s life” and seek "its 

40 Cf, Lctiii(lcr> ^'Huinanlam and Naturalism/* in Goiiborgs Hogikolm Arukrift, 
XLIJI (lOS?'), 1 1 especially Part III, '^American Humanism: tlic Philosophy of Will.** 

iiLiferature and tha Amenean CaUegp; Bstays in Defense ef the Hmianitiee 
(19d8) i The Nete LaoJkobn: An Bssay an the Confusion of the Arts (1910) ; The 
Masters of Modern French Criticism (1912) ; Rousseau and Romanticism (1919) ; and 
Democracy and Leadership (1924) ; etc. 

^^Shettfurne Essays, First Series (1904); Second Series (1905); Third Series 
(1905); Fourth Series (1906); Fifth Series (1908); Sixth Series (1909) Seventh 
Scries (1910) ; The Drift of Romanticism (Shdburne JSssays, Eighth Series) (1913) ; 
Aristocracy and Jnsiice (Ninth Scries) (191S) ; Ptatonism (191?, 192?) j With the Wits 
(Tenth Series} (1919); The Ratigions of Ptato (Greek Tradition, Vol. I) (1921); 
Heilanisfic PhUasophies (Greek Tradition, Vol. 11) (1923) ; The Christ of the New 
Tasta\nent (Greek Tradition, Vol. Ill) (1924) ; Christ the Word (Greek Tradition, 
VqI. XV) (192?) : The Damon of the Absoixite (New Shethurne Essays) (1928) ; On 
Being Human (1936), ele. 

- in Atneriean LUaraturoi Studies in the Modem yiew of Nature (1923); 

American Criticism: A Study Ui Literary Theory from Poe to the Present (1928); 
The Aiherican Scholar: A Study in Litterae Mumaniores (1929) ; etc. 

44 c/., Foerster, N. (editor), Humanism and America: Essays on the Outloah of 
Modern Civilisation, 1930. 
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development and fulfillment in the here and now’'; (9) they find 
that religious emotions are adequately "expressed in a heightened 
sense of personal life and in a cooperative effort to promote social 
well-being”; (10) they deny, therefore, the existence of "uniquely 
religious emotions and attitudes of the kind hitherto associated with 
belief in the supernatural”; (11) they contend that man must “learn 
to face the crises of life in terms of his knowledge of their naturalness 
and probability”; (12) they "aim to foster the creative in man and 
to encourage acliievements that add to satisfactions of life”; (13) 
they maintain that "all associations and institutions exist for the 
fulfillmait of human life”; (14) they arc “firmly convinced that 
existing acquisitive and profit-motivated society has shown itself to 
be inadequate and that a radical change in methods, controls, and 
motives must be instituted”; their goal is "a free and universal 
society in which people voluntarily and intelligently cooperate for the 
common good”; (IS) finally, they assert that "humanism will (a) 
affirm life rather than deny it; (b) seek to elicit the possibilities of 
life, not flee from it; and (c) endeavor to establish the conditions 
of a satisfactory life for all, not merely for the few.”^'' 

This "Manifesto” was signed by Edwin Arthur Burtt, John 
Dewey, John Herman Randall, Jr,, Oliver L. Reiser, and Roy Wood 
Sellars, among others. The faith in the supreme value and self- 
perfectibility of human personality was analyzed and evaluated from 
the religious point of view by Arthur H. Dakin,*** The reader is 
referred to this evaluation. 

The strength of humanism lies in its criticism of, and opposition 
to, the absolutism of a barren idealistic-theological tradition and in 
its staunch assertion of human freedom and creativity.*'' In this 
opposition it allies itself with modem science wherever such an 
alliance is possible; and out of such alliance the conception of a 
"scientific humanism” has arisen. As Lothrop Stoddard put it in 
1926:** "Taken in a larger sense, modern science can give new 
values and new meanings, while the application of scientific knowl- 
edge and methods to current problems is capable of raising the 
level of civilization to a higher plane. The age that is coming 
will be an age of true enlightenment and progress if we succeed in 
really assirnilatlng the vast extensions of knowledge and power 
which we have amassed into our present idealistic and cultural 
schethe. And the way to do it is already charted by the men of the 

<<■ See alao Reese, C. W,, Tbt Mfoning of Humanim, 1945. 

4(ID'akln, A, H., Mm tho Measnro: An Bsaay on Humanism as RoUgieu, 1939. 

*1 C/. Stalnaker, L. W., Hamautsm and Human Bienity, 1945. 

M Stoddard, L„ SeienHSe Humanism, 
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Renaissance ; that is to say, by die attitude of mind' and spirit which 
we term scientific Mmatiistn. Such, at least, is die hope and the task 
of all those whom the scientific spirit has toudied and transformed. 
In the consciousness of their exalted opportunity let them raise aloft 
the banner of Scientific Humanism — a 'standard of enlightenment to 
which the wise and righteous may repair.” 

Similar views and hopes were expressed by other writers." 
M. C. Otto thus asserted:®® “Scientific humanism is not bleak 
materialism and it is not a superstition or an intellectualized spir- 
itualism. The scientific humanist does not pretend that every 
experience of life can be forced into a test tube or that every interest 
can be weighed on a scale. . . . But he does icnow that there is no 
way of escaping the new world-order or the new moral and intel- 
lectual climate, and that man’s aspirational life must adjust itself 
to these conditions or lose its redemptive power. Scientific humanism 
is the name for tliis determination to stand up to the task and the 
opportunity.” 

As is evident from these quotations, “scientific humanism” has 
discarded or at least softened the dualism which beset humanism in 
its “literary” form.'^ In Rousseau and Romanticism Babbitt placed 
special emphasis upon this dualism, and Foerster, following Babbitt’s 
lead, wrote: “Tlie central assumption of Humanism is that of a 
dualism of man and nature” ; and “the essential elements of human 
experience are precisely those which appear to conflict with tlve 
reality explored by naturism.”®® It Was only natural, therefore, that 
the humanists in the field of literature should minimize the impor- 
tance of science and should disregard, in particular, whatever 
knowledge of man was obtained in the fields of biology, psychology, 
and sociology. As far as they were concerned, human values are 
derived from intuitive glimpses of a reality higher than nature and 
one not open to scientific methods of inquiry. It is this dualism 
which “scientific humanism” seems to have abandoned. As Reiser 
puts it: “Scientific humanism is rooted in the assurance that there 
is an understandable regularitjr behind the patterns of events, and 
that there is tlierefore sound hope of the ultimate achievement of a 
synthesis of knowledge to be reached by multiplying and coordinating 

*nCf, Hdffben, L<, Dmttma Thottghu, 1940; «nd Oliver L. Reiser, Tho Prmiu 
of SciouH^c 1940; Wotid Philosophy, 1948i ' ■ 

' AO Otto, M. C., ''Setentl5o Humanism,'* AiUioeh Roviow (Winter, 1943). Max C. 
Otto's book, Tho Bnterprlso, 1940i is an eloquent defense of humanism, and 

one of the books in the hunianiBUo movement. 

01 For a crltlelam of "literary humanism" aec Grattan, Ce H., editor, The Critique 
of Humanism, A Symposium, 1930. 

'B8 Foerster^ N., American Criticism* 
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our efforts and seeking the broad and long view of the processes in 
nature and society. Scientific humanism is an effort to show that, 
however diverse may appear the results we achieve, unification is 
the same great magnet that orients us all. It always points to the 
segments of our universe where the gaps have been filled, and 
stimulates us to explore the promise of even broader integrations, 
not only within eadi body of knowledge, but between the fields of 
science, poetry, music, philosophy, religion, and all other specialized 
and fragmented sectors of total living.’”” 

What Reiser here says of “scientific humanism” might be said of 
nonreductionistic naturalism as well. So conceived, the distinction 
between naturalism and humanism, which seems to have been 
important twenty or twenty-five years ago, fades away. Both 
movements or points of view are essentially nontranscendental antici- 
pations or projections of an ultimate syntjiesis in the sense of 
"inductive metaphysics.” They are subject to the criticisms applicable 
to all such projections ; But In their antitraditional orientation they 
both contribute to the empirical tendencies presently current in 
American philosophy. 

59 Relaer, 0. L„ A Philoiophy for World ViiiUcalion, 
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26, 27; universal, assumption of, 321; 
of nature, 124, 196 

Laws, 496, 550; causal, 490, 491; dy- 
namical, 195; of thought, 496 
Learning, process of, 266 
Leisure, 2S6, 258; conspicuous, 258; vi- 
carious, 257 

Leisure dass, institution of, 260; theory 
of, 252-261 
Liberalism, 306 . ■ 

Liberty, 91 

Llf& 265, 363, 515: animal, 271 ; human, 
2oS; mental, 533; musical, '68: ra- 
tional, 263; universal principle ot, 320 
Literature of protest, 2$ 

I^glc, 182-189, 268; non-Aristotelian, 
symbolic^ 188; theory of, 189 
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Love» 270, 271, 312; Chrlatiaiij 167; 

sacrificial. 323 ; animal basis o£, 270 
Loyalty, philosophy 159-163; religion 
ofj 165; spirit of| lol^ 162; to loyalty, 
161-163 

Mati» 514; natural, 301; spiritual, 278 
Man the measurer, 310 
Manifest Destiny, 54, 55 
Massachusetts Bay &mpany, 9 
Material mode, 570 

Materialism, 124, 232, 236, 427, 428, 429, 
576; new, 487 

Mathematics, applicability of, 285 
Matrix, cosmic, 513, 514 
Matrix procedure, 567 
Matter, 285, 363, 487, 510; realm of, 506, 
512 

Matter-of-fact, 350 
Maxim, pragmatic, 235 
Meaning, m, 23ii 352, 458, 494, 495; 
dimensions of, 573; problem of, 188, 
494 

Meaningless, 573 

Mechanism, 115, 284, 285, 307; Ideal of, 
284 

Mediation, causal, 466 
Mediatism, 403 : epistemological, 438 
Memory, 267, 532 
Memory-image, 387, 480, 482 
Men and God, 128-129 
Mentalism, 291 
Mentality, effective, 365 
Metaphysics, 175, 190-197, 277, 425, 503, 
545, 567. S68; inductive, 579, 583 ; per- 
sonalistic, 326; of Bown^ 111-116 
Method, empirical, 548; Heel’s dilem- 
matic, 174; pragmabc, 215-231, 232, 
235; of science, 124 

Mind, 266, 267, 272. 416, 417, 452, 488, 
558; absolute, 292; universal, 124; 
function of, 557; genesis of, 267; 
sphere of, 267; unity of, 452, 500 
Mind-body problem, 499 
Minds, other,’ 299, oQO. 463, 465 ; plural- 
ism oi^' 449 

Mode, formal, 570; material, 570 
Monism, al»olitte, 233; epistemological, 
400, 404; 437, 438; id^listic. 130; 
plural, 328; pwchophysical, 491: and 
subjectivism, 404-406; versus plural- 
ism, 1^154 
Monistic theory, 405 
Moral decisidhs, 212; holiday, 236; law, 
51; order, 236; questions, 212 
Motion, 108; phenpmeiUin^ of, 1Q8 
Movement, emplricistlc, 5o5; realistic, 
'371 

Mutuality of things, 513 
Mystery, sense of, 299 
Mystical philosophies, 409 
Mysticism, 151, 501 ; transcendental, 58 


Myth, 276 

Mythology, 276, 277 

Naturalism, 425, 427, 428, 575-579, 583; 
empirical, 546; evolutionary, 477, 486- 
494, 502, 577; materiatistic, 58, 501 
Naturalists, 264 

Nature, 45. 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 52, 75, 83, 
84, 86, 117. 126, 127, 157, 176, 264, 266, 
267, 271, 273, 279, 290, 300, 312, 313, 

314, 325, 345, 363, 451, 480, 506, 507, 

510, 512, 513, 514, 515, 531, 550, 578, 

579; human, 302; external, 345, 346; 

genius of, 516; laws of, 267, 346; 
realm of, 267; unification of, 266; 
unity of, 267 

Necessity, causal, 491 ; mechanical, 194 

Needs, practical, 445 

Neoplatonic doctrine, 48 

Neo-Rcalism, v, 376-424 

Neo -realistic thesis^ 407 

Newtonian mechanics, 32; scheme, db3; 

system. 80 
Nominalist, 236 
Non-depcndence, 410 
Noumena, 128 
Number, 286 

267, 344, 345, 3S7, 400, 403, 
459, 469, 470. 473, 474, 476, 
477; external, 266, 483; ideal, 268, 
270; illusory, 414, 430 ; intended, 446; 
meant, 225; ontological, 498; per- 
ceived. 399; perceptual, 347, 534, 535; 
percipient, 344; physical, 347, 348, 
349. 379, 412, 450, 464, 472, 475, 482, 
484; rcu, 485; scientific, 344, 349, 
484, 535, 537, 538^ 550; secondary, 
548; terminal, 226, 545; verificatory, 
468; world of, 290, 402; of immediate 
experience, 548; of knowledge, 537; 
of science, 548-SSO, 558: as phenom- 
ena, 190; relation to self, 455-459 
Object-language, 570 
ObjectiikaUon, 354, 362; presentational, 
361 

Objectivity, 400: problefn of, 391 
Observation, 177, 178 
Occasionalism, principle of, 328 
Occurrences in nature, 364 
Omniscience, 138 
Ontology, 477 
Operationism, 554 
Optimism, religious, 298 
Optimists, 214 

Order, Ideal, 220; moral, 130, 236; ob- 
' jective, 290; sensible^ 220; concept of, 
496 

Or^ism, living, 265, 490; percipient, 
353 ; philosophy of, 352 
Organization, 510 
Other, the, 147, 149, 150, 299 
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Ought-expericncei 329 
Over-Soul, 47. 51. 52, 53 
Ownership, 253, 254, 261 

Painters, 69 

Panlogtsm, 425 ^ 

pHn-oDjcctivism, 394. 434, 435, 558 
Pan-objGctivist, 387 
Panpsychism, 291 

Pantheism, spiritual, SOI, 502; problem 
of, 123-125 

Particularity, exclusive, 408 

Past, 530, »1. 533, 538 

Pattern man, 315 

Peace. 365, 366 

Pcrcclved-objects. 442 

Percept, 179, 223, 236, 448, 454, 4S6, 459. 

460, 465, 466, 48% 538; immolate, 179 
Perception, 179, 356, 454, 4S9, 460, 463, 
464, 46S, 469, 470, 472, 473, 488, 533. 
534^ 535; veridical, 459: content of, 
473; object of, 465, 473^ 569; problem 
of, 459; time in, 454 
Person, religious, 319; scl^actfve, 109- 
111 

Personalism, 317-342, $65. 577; typical, 
325; thesis of, 318: of Bowi\c, 103- 
121; of Howison, 122-132; and prob- 
lem of evil, 336-342 

Personnlists, 318; platform for, 326-328 
Personality, 114, 121, 310, 311, 319. 325; 
creative, 320; divhic. 339; roligious, 
318; idea of, 324; principle of, 328 
Personism, 326 
Phenomena, 128 

Phenomctialismi 425, 429; principle of, 
327 

Phenomenology. 175, 190, 427 
Philosophy, 290, 293; cosmic, 95-102; 
realistic, 85; skeptical. 85; speculative, 
73, 77. 293; traditional. 425. functions 
of, 542; hlstoi^ of, 283; special task 
of, 293 ; as posuive science. 175 
Physical, 89 
Physical language. 571 
Physicalism, 48!r ; radical. 570 
Pltysics, 282; Idea of, 2^ 

Piety. 278; philosophic, 278 
Pilgrim Fathers, 5, 9. 10 
Platform of neo-realtsm, 368-391 
Pluralism. 2H 328; absolute. 233; athe- 
istic, 501; mental, 449; pragmatici 
204-237; versus monism, 152-154 
Plymouth colony, 9 

Policy^ colonial, Bngllsh, 7, 8; Spanish, 

Positivism, vl. 101. 425, 427; logical. 

565, 566, 5^, 569. 5i*2 
Poaitivlats, logical, 203 
Positivity, 445 
Possibility, 192 
Postulates, A24 
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Poverty, advantages of, 245 
Power, 512; supremo, 83 
Practicalism, 552-556 
Practicality, 552, 554, 555; of philoso- 
phy, 58 

Pragmatic thesis, 524 
Pragmatism, vl, 171, 198. 199-203. 205, 
215-218. 233, 235, 237, 425, 428, 429 
430, 4». 524-540. S6S, 573, S7S ; plu- 
ralistic, 237; principle of, 199, 200, 
201, 216; sources of, 525; of James, 
204-237; of Peirce. 171-203 
Pragmatists, 306, 444 
Prayer, 275, 276 
Prayer-state, 209 
Predestination, cosmic. 128 
Predicament, ego-centric, 382-387, 395, 
408, 422, 428, 429, 43S, 436; value- 
centric, 428 

Prciiensioii, causal mode of, 354; posi- 
tive, 356 

Present. 529, 530. 531, 533 ; specious, 538 
Principle, empirical, 326; leading, 185; 
logical, 186; normative, 327; person- 
aUstic. 326 

Problem, epistcntological, 485 
Problem solving, 545 
Process, 363, 365; causal. 482; evolu- 
tionary, 320, 527 ; group-forming, 304 
Progress, evolutionary, 91 ; material, 
250. 251; law of. 100 
Proof, sensible, 212 

Property, 243, 244; private. 24% 254; 

right to, 244; sense of, 244 
Proposition. 358, 359; elementary, 566, 
5o7, 568, 569; nonelementary, 566, 
567; of logic, 567 

Protocol language. 570, 571; sentences, 
570, 571, 572 
Pseudo-simplicity, 408 
Psyche, 509 
Psychism. 427. 428 

Puritan doctnue, 10-18, 20; divines, 14; 
Fathers, 22; logic, 16; piety, 13; the- 
ocracy, 19; theology. 13; tradition, 26 
Puritanism, v. 7, 10-22, 31; in decav. 
18-22 

Puritans, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16 
Pui^se. 501, 502; creative, 94; human. 

Qualities, 472 : primary, 439. 457. 473 : 
secondary, 37& 414. 4l7, 418, 438, 4%, 
473; sensory, 445, 4S6, 457; sensuous, 
490 

Quality, 108 
Quamity. 108 
QukntUfn physics, 363 

Rationalism, 215; critical. 151; new, 
424-433 

Rationalists, 214 - 
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Rationality^ 273| 274 
Rationalization of the universe» 197 
Rcali tlie> 177 ; individuality of| 318 
Real-objcct| 442 

Realism, vl, 151. 372, 373, 377, 382, 409, 
428. S24, 565; American, 371, 372, 424. 
576. 577; Cartesian. 378: critical, y, 
392, 424. 437*-Sl&; crittcal, genesis of, 
437-441: dualistic. 378, 4ll 441-445. 
498; epistemological, 401; lunctional, 
512, 513: hypothetical. 3&t monistic. 
379, 380-382; naive, 105, 398, 407, 411. 
469, 470, 472, 486. 513; natural, 392, 
398, 447: new, neo, v, 376-424: per- 
sonal. 494-502; philosophical. 384. 425; 
physical. 486-494. 577: genesis of, 372- 
374; maximum 4o2; minimum of, 
462 : principles of, 415 ; proofs of, 463 ; 
spirit of, 369 

Realist (s). American, 377; scholastic, 
236; platform of, 423; dissension 
among, 460-462 

Reality. 101, 119. 125. 192. 313. 359, 360, 
381, 416, 477; independent, 405; physi- 
cal, 469; ultimate, 298; unloiown, 97, 
98, 99; conception of, 266; knowable 
character of, 405 ; levds of, 516 ; order 
of, 443; regions of, 296; as organized 
experience, 136 
Reality-idea, 296 

Reason, 264, 265, 266, 269. 272, 273, 279. 
349; practical, 34^ 350; speculative 
349, 350; life of, 262-286; movement 
of, 90; practical, primary of, 325; 
rmgn m, 3S0; in art, 279-281: m com- 
mon sense, 265-269: in religion. 273; 
In science. 281-286; In socie^. 269-273 
Reasoning, scientific, 363 
RecognitiOTi physical. 360 
Redemption, drama of, 316 
Reference outer, 465; symbolic, 352, 353 
Refcrend, 495 
Reflection, 552 

Relations. 410, 424> 496 ; causal, 465 ; ex- 
ternal, 228, 374, 416. 418. 430, 432; 
Internal. 362. 363; perspective, 513; 
externality of, 419, 423, 424; external, 
doctrine of, 386. 395-397, 426. 429; 
general theory of, 180; internal, doc- 
trine of, 426 
Relativism, 408 

Relativity of Imowledge, 97, 98, 99, 102, 
180 

Relevancy, 462 

Religion, 123, 206, .243, 273, 274, 275, 
276, 277i 279, 294, 295, 296. 302. .322, 
512; humanistic^ 493; idealism in, 294; 
emotionalism of, 294; philosophy of. 
319; of loyalty. 165 
Representation, 442 
Representatlon^am, 460, 470 


Re^i^ltc, eternal. 130^ 134; of spirits. 

Reputability, pecuniary. 255; basis of, 
254, 258 

Response, 534; emotional. 294 
Responsibility, 322 
Reverence, feding of. 274 
Revolution, American, 25 ; cultural, 69 
Revolutionary period. 38; War, 28 
Rhetoric pure. 182 
Rights, natural, 26, 27. 29, 243. 244 
Rules of symbols. 189 

Sacrifice, 27S, 276 

St Louis Kant Club, 57; Movement. 56, 
59, 73, 74^ 75; Philosophical Society, 
122; Theosophical Society, 56 
Sanction, aestlietic, 281 
Schemes, categorical, 352 
Science 274, 2^1, 282, 283. 284. 286, 308, 
318, 321, 32^ 363, 384, 515. 525. 526, 
539; existential, 393; mechanical. 282; 
natural, 282; normative, 175; unified 
571. 572; universal, 97: division ot 
282; objects o^ 347; religion of, 308 
Sculpture. 69 

Sccondness. doctrine of. 173, 191-192 
Security, 549 

Sell, the, 119. 499. 500, 505 ; cosmic, 502; 
infinite. 140. 159; transcendental. 265; 
and freedom. 157-158; and society, 
525-529; as basis of knowledge. 103- 
10 $ 

Self-action. 79, 110 
Srif-acUvity, 77. 78 

Self-consciousness. 126, 291, 322, 402; 
divine, 140 

Self-control, divine, 339 
Self-creation, 364 
Self-culture, 42 
Self-definition, 128 
Self-determination, 109, 121 
Self-Integration. 302 
Self-respect. 25S; basis of, 254 
Self-reraatton, 77 
Selves, self-directing. 498 
Semiotic, science oi. 182 
Sensations, 353, 457; posslHlltles of, 457 
Sense-data, 353. 354, 485 
Sense-knowledge, 13 
Sense-objects. 344> 346. 347, 348 
Sense-perception. 353, 354. 360. 403, 407 
Sense-presentation, 355 
Sentences, basic, 571 ; protocol, 570, 571, 
572 

Sequences, causal, 481 
Series, logic of. 425 
Signs. 182. 183-184 
Simples, logical. 567 
Sin, 142; o^lnaL 91 
Skeptic. Fyrrhomstic. 211 
Skepticism, 504 
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Sociality. 529, 532, 533 

Society, 272, 527; democratic, S23; ideal, 
27i 273; natural, 272, 273; phllo- 
sopliicali 73; evolution of, 100; i>rin- 
cintc ofi 328; probicm of, 526; and 
self, 525-529 

Solipsism, 408, 449; methodological, 569 
^iii, religious, 294 

Space, 107. 346, 363, 416, 472, 489, 496; 

phcnomcnality of, 108; sphere of, 267 
Space-time order, 412 
SpeciBc-response, 415 
Speculation, 292 

Spirit^ 506, 509, 510, 511, 512; universal, 
48; realm of, 509, 511 
Spiritism, 299 
Spirits, republic of, 168 
Spiritualism, 236 
Spirituality, 279 
Spontaneity, 194^ 195 
Standard, pecuniary, 254 
State, 304i co-agent, 305 
States, mental, 464, 470 
Status, social, 256 
Stratmeation, social, 253 
SuUectiviiinV 382, 384, 398, 407, 408, 
425, 426, 4/4; and monism, 404-406 
Subsistence, 416, 421 
SubsistentCs), 412, 424, 426, 429, 434, 
435, 436 

Substance, 490, 497, 498. 499, 500, 506 
Suffering, 93 

boMtm, 197, 198 
Syllogism, 185, 186 

Symbol(8\ 3w, 494, 495; rules of, 189 
Syntax, logical, 567, 569 
Syntax-laiigttage, 5/0 
Synthesis, creative, 431, 432 
System, Copernican, 85; metaphysical, 
370; physical, 477 
System-builders, 369 

Tautologies, 567 
Tax, single, thcorv of, 251 
Techniques, experimental, $35, 536; log- 
ical. 566 
Teleology. 232 
Temporalism, 550-552 
Temporallzatioiu 3^ 

Tencfcncies, realistic,. 371 
Tendency toward law* 194 
Teat, pragmatic, 525 
Theism, cosmic, 102, 130; Immanent, 
502; transcendental, 501 
Theology, crisis-, 274 
Theory, coherency, 446; correspondence, 
446; creative, 383; formative, 383; 
identity-, 383 ; pragmatic, 446 , 
Thing(8), 268, 386, 448, 477, 495, 548, 
549, 5S0; common, 538; physical, 426, 
451, 452, 470, j 477. 489. 498; independ- 
ence of, 409; world of. 106 


Tiling-concept, 426 
Thing-expenciice, 448 
Thing-in-itsclf, 392 
Tliinghood, 489, 490 
Thinkers, temperamentai, 214 
Thlrducss, doctrine of, 1/5, 191-192 
Thought, 104; reflective, 548; primitive, 
276 

TiiiiR 107, 311, 346, 416, 472, 489, 490, 
4^; biological, 311 
Tinve-sense, 414 
Tools, 525 

Transcendence. 465, 486, 495 
Transcendentalism, v, 40, 41-43, 53, 54^ 

Transcendcntalista, 42, 43 44. 53 
Transformations, tautological, 567 
Transitiveness, 462 
Triangle, epistemological, 412 
True, the, 220, 221, 465, 566, 571 
Truth, 137, 180, 181, 218-221, 222, 225, 
235, 321, 3S3, 360, 361, 365, 366, 428, 

444, 445, 446, 465. 472, 508, 509. 511, 
538, 575; Oiristian, 316; oUectivc, 
217; probable, 236: relative, 99; re- 
ligioiis, 295, 297, 298, 321; criterion 
of, 571 ; discovery of, 282; problem of, 

445, 446; realm of, 505^508, 509; 
theory of, 216; and being, 149-152; 
and error, 148-149, 411-413; as work- 
ableness, 221 

Tnith-fnnctions, 569 
Truth-relation, 360 
Truth-values, 567 

Uniformity, 194 
Unitarlamsm. 40 

Unity, metapliyaical principle of, 327 
Unity, ontological, 153; of being, 153 
Uiiiversals, 426 

Universe. 416, 432, 50L 516, 517; monla- 
ti& 234; physical, 3i2, 430, 431; plu- 
ralistic, 233-235; spatiotemporal, 309; 
of science, 514; order of the, 293 
Unknowable, 98 
Utilitarians, 306 
Utopianism, 41, 42 

Validation. 218, 219 
Validity, 445 

Valuation, 5S8-S61 ; probicm of, 559 
Vahiefs), 321, 322, 432, 453, 492, 542, 
559, 560| 561; human, 318; objectlviw 
of, 328: principle of, 328; realm of, 
432; suDjectivi^ of, 453 
Value interpretation, 318 
Value-predicates, basis of, '492 
Value propositions, 561 
Verba! suggestion, error of, 408 
VerifiabiUty. 573 

Verification, 218, 219, 467, 537, 567, 572, 
S73 
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Viennese Circle, 565, 573 
virtue, 142 

Vocabulary, ought-, 301 
Voluntarism, 425 
Vorsiellung, 222 

War oi Independence, 27: of Secession, 
vi, 4, 5, 6, 60, 61, 73, 80, 95, 133, 241, 
242, 576 

Waste, conspicuous, 259, 260 
Wealth, 254; meritoriotisncss of. 259; 
accumulation of, 260: gospel of, 241- 
262, 521 

Will. 510; divine, 140, 158; universal 
509; metaphysical, principle of, 327; 


of the absolute, 158; to believe, 210- 
213 

Workability, 406 

World, 291, 315, 512, 548, 566; common, 
449; experienced, 364; external, 176; 
external, problem of, 473; intcrnali 
176; material, 505: natural, 278; per- 
ceptual, 540; physical, 375, 449, 450, 
451, 480, 536; social, 536; of experi- 
ence, 119; of objects, 290; of spirits, 
131 

World-ground, 115 

World-Idea, integrating, 296 

Yellow journalism, 67 



